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PREFACE. 



Tho Canon of Scripture being received as the nner- 
l ring rule of faith, and tho ultimate test of controversy ; 
I the foundation of all Religion must necessarily collapse 
\ with the destruction of its integrity. As this object 
[ would be effectually attained, should the critical sys- 
I 4cm, on which Dr. Griesbach proposed to amend the 
I received Text, be incautiously admitted ; it required 
I no exertion of sagacity, or stretch of foresight to oh- 
[ serve, that while his critical labors continued silently 
I to gain ground ; the landmarks fixed by the Established 
I Church, as a barrier to innovation and error, could not 
I preserve their original position. 

A ministry whom the obligations, imposed by duty 

pond ratiiied under the most solemn stipulations, have 

C<lbliged to transmit " the faith delivered to the saints," 

■ia the purity in which it descended from their predci- 

Kcessors, could not remain silent and Inactive observers 

[(Of the consequences with which it was menaced. As 

ixpressly pledged " to give a reason for the hope that 

1 them," but one of two courses, at such a con- 

Bjnnctnre, lay open to their election. They were rc- 

I quired firmly to maintain the position which they had 

[ so long occupied ; or to abandon the ground which 

I could not be defended. The integrity of the original 

■text being impeached, the fidelity of the translation 

became implicated in the sentence; the imputation of 

WrruptioQ, therefore, in which they were equally ia- 

a2 '::.:— :r:-^\. 
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rv PHEFACE. 

volved, should be either refuted, or tbe text and Tersi(Hi 
be subniitted to a revisnl, and rendered superior tolhe 
charge or suspicion of error. 

Impressed by these considcratious, the author enter- 
ed into tbe " Inquiry into the Integrity of the Received 
Text," which has given rise to the discassioii contained 
in the follo\ving pages. In engaging in the task, he 
waa not unconscious, that its vindication would come 
with greater weig^ht, if sent forth by one who tilled not 
the very lowest rank in bis profession. He then be- 
lieved it to be the place, and continues to think it uias 
the duty, of those who were called to the chair of 
instruction and iidmonition, to provide for the defence 
of the inspired text, if they were not prepared to aban- 
don the sacred deposit to its jmpugners. While he 
conceived that the barriers against innovation should 
be strengthened by the weight of authority; it waa 
with equal mortilication and surprise that be tbund, 
i among those in whom it was vested, ^orae who deem- 
ed the inroad ineritable, and one who from the bishop's 
fmd professor's chair, pronounced it expedient. Undis- 
mayed by the growing difficulties, which impeded ids 
success, he notwitb.standing embarked single-handed in 
the undertaking. Without distinction, and without 
encouragement, he applied himself to the task; for ho 
was inwardly supported by the animating convic- 
tion, — that though truth like light, may engage attention 
from tbe eminence on which it is raised, no difl'erence 
in the place from whence it shines can diminish its 
power of illumination. And he is now rewarded by 
tJie proud consideration, that in any influence with 
which it has been attended, it has prevailed solely by- 
its natJTe uaassisted lustre. I 
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.H'JURIIIIICE. ^ 

BoreiWflteen ycArehiivo' elapsed, since the amlioriiBder- , 
eiilook Co acquit himseli' of a dnty, which tiiwrever tftin- 

pelled by the untowardness 6f circtimstances to flis- 
-I c&ar^e alone, he felt himCelf under no obligtitibn to j 
t> discharge singly and nnafisisted. Though the first 1 
li yeHfr-which he devoted to' the subject, had sicar^Iy j 
t'lespired before his vindication of the " Greek Volgate" < 
f'l passed the public ordeal; in the attacks which he then , 
J directed affainst the Gemma critic's Text and cltisSifi- 

catitwi of M.SS, he has remained, ibr the whole of (he 
' pei*iod which has passed since its appearance, wilhout 
'■ anoppugtier. In the mode of defence by \shicfi he iin- 

■ dertook to maintain the Integrity of the lleceived Text, 
by a new classitication and higher tests of aiithenti- 

*' cityi he continucs equally unopposed. The prinrflVIoa 
f I which' fee devised, for tracing the inmimerable mnlHtnde 
of various readings to their origin ; a task which Ma 
great rival essayed, and abandoned, as not to bo ac- 
complished; have remained nnassailcd by one mUd 
objection. ' • '■ > 

_ Against one point alone, and that of minor imptatntite 
to his argument, as affecting the defence of three, rtf'fit 

■ most five passages of the Canon, has an opponent ftp- 
ipeared to direct his hostility. The importance abd 

■Weight of the objections, which this assailant adranefts, 
may be inferred from the author's defence in reply to 
the two tracts which he sent forth; the scattered parts 
of which he has collected in the subjoined pages. "B^t 
the sixth year has now nearly passed away, sino^ this 
controv&rtist has been compelled to withdraw from tllb' 
consequences of the contest which he provoked : and 
the author, "for the vchole of that time, linds himsetf in 
the undisputed possession of every position which he 



had occupied at the commencement ol his opQi'^iohs. 
In one point alone, where the prospect of snG€«ss 
appeared hopeless from the first, from the " gi^iintic 
eSbrts" by which the controversy was held to be de- 
cided, he is left to suppose that his labors have proTcd 
less successtul, though not altogetho: UQavallin^. Of 
the three doctrinal texts Acts xx. 28. 1 Tiin. iii. 10. J, 
John v. 7. whicli, as read in the Received Text, he. un- 
dertook to shew were genuine scripture ; the Jong:. £on^ 
tested passage, generally known as the text of tho 
Heavenly Witnesses, still finds its oppuguers i who 
thong;h they prove equally incapable of devising a 
objection for its subversion, aa of disposing oi' the 
arfnments advanced in its support, are not less pertii 
cions in disputing its authenticity. 

In restating this controversy on the narrowest grounds 
in the " two Letters " in which the following discussion 
closes; the author employs the present occatsion, not so 
much t« lament Uie oversight, as to complain of thfl 
policy used by its opponents. They appear fully awar^ 
of the convenionco of keeping the reader's attention fixed 
to one side of the alternative, on which the question of 
its authenticity properly turns. While they seem mar- 
vellously quick-sighted to tJie dangerous consequences 
of admitting the general corruption of the Greek Text; 
they enjoy a complacent indifference, as to the conse- 
quences of proving the general sophistication of thfl 
LatJn. Although in denying the erasure of the disputed 
text from the Eastern copies, they implicitly assert its 
interpolation in the Western; and thus ingeniously 
substantiate that chaise of Infidelity against the wit- 
nesses and guardians of scripture, which they so loudly 
denounce, as utterly subversive of its integrity. 
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' tFbe a«t}i(Hr.dcluys not to losii^t upon tho real security 
ag:ainst danger, in the comparative testimony of tiie 
two Churches which is unaccountably set in opposition^ 
Regarding the controversy, exclusively with reference 
to the choice of difHcultics which it presents ; for it is * 
impossible to cKculpate the one church without, implicsf- 
ting the other ; lio stops only to observe, that in coming; 
to any conclusion on its merits, we are reduced to a 
choice of rival hypotheses. The election which is left tp 
the reader, in the subjoined discussion, may be thus 
sninmarily stated. The author maiutaiiis, on the one 
hand, 'That in the exercise of a discretionary power 
committed to him by ConstiUitine the Great, and in o- 
bedience to the Disciplina ATcani, the contested verse 
was withdrawn from the Greek text by EasebiuH G^- 
sariensis.' His opponent on the other hand asserts, that 
' it got thrust into the Latin manuscripts, through the 
undesigning mistake of Vigilins Tapsensis." The ge* 
neral merits of the different schemes, Hius proposed, for 
reconciling the contradictory testimony of the witnesses 
to the integrity of scripture, may be collected by the 
references to the pages of the annexed controversy sub- 
joined in the margin.* By one diffierence, however, the 
author believes, that the labors employed in the esta< 
blishment of the disputed passage, and those itsed in itjf 
subversion, will be found essentially distinguished. His 
pains hav« been directed, to answer every esceptiou to 
tbe authenticity of the text ; and to refute every ojjjec*- 
tion to the theory by which it has beeu defended- But 
MO attempt has been made to overturn the reasoning 
which' fie' has urged in its support ; and but a feeble el.- 

■ Infr, p.^,17. 161. cOBf. p, 22. 25. 93. 139. 139. 181. 
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fort to repel tbe charge of incompetency, fastened apO#*-* 
the hypothesis which has been contrived for its subver-- 
sioD. Unli] the claims which he thus prefers against 
his opponents are satisfied, he feels justilied in the hoast> 
that he has not merely proved, an improbability exists 
in the conclusion which is deduced in it ; but has de- 
monstrated that an impossibility is implied in the very 
principles from which any similar inference may bo 
drawn in future.* lie ventures also to observe, that 
the contest in which he is engaged is distinguished by 
some singularities, to which the history of controversy 
scarcely furnishes any parallel. In the concessions of 
the oppugners of the verse, the principle is not merely 
ceded on which its advocates uphold its authority, but 
the inferences are drawn which lead to its establish- 
ment :+ in one instance so ingeniously are they deduced, 
as to reduce the assumption of its spuriousncss to an 
absolute impossibility 1% 

On the more vague and superficial objections by 
which the method employed by the author in the de^ 
fence of the Received Text has been impugned, it was 
his original intention, to remain silent. To those whor 
are not so purblind, as to be incapable of comprehend- 
ing more than one side of the question; on balancing. 
the difficulties on which it really turns, the consequen- 
ces, with which it has been charged, must appear s* 
groBndless and chunericai, as to require no refutation. 
In the habitual felicity of blundering, by which too many 
of bis opponents are distinguished, they present him 
with those unsolicited concessions, which remove every 
difficulty from the task of effecting his justification. 



•Vid. Infr. p. 177. f Ibid. p.l82. 
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* Aiaong tlie objections of such a cast wliich it remains 
for Wm to notice, an accusation has been brought 
against his method of vindication, that it proceeds from 
no friend to Christianity ; the interests of which are en- 
dangered by the charge that is preferred in it against an 
" ancient bishop and historian." But he is curious to 
learn how much its interests gain by those judicious 
friends, who, in shifting a venial charge from Eusebius 
CKsariensis, fasten one of an aggravated nature on Vi- 
gilius Tapsensis, or some other African Prelate.* To 
form any just estimate of the consequences with whicli 
the conflicting hypotheses, devised for the defence and 
subversion of the verse, are respectively charged,, we 
need only set them in immediate opposition. 

With this object, it may he observed, tliat in the 
principle on which its advocates depend, it is main- 
tained, 'That in compliance with the secret discipline of 
' the Church, the verse was withdrawn from St John's 
' text by a Bishop of Caisarea ; and that, Uirough a lilie 
< compliance, the Greek hierarchy tacitly acquiesced in 
' its removal IVom scripture.' With this position let 
tlie tirade o fits opponents be, on the contrary, com- 
pared, who witli little ceremony, " pronounce it, not 
' only afoul and scandalous interpoialion of the Epistle 
'itself, but a sad reproach to the whole Christian Epis- 
' copate, in that tliey have tranquilly suffered it to be 
' imposed upon the Christian world."t When the ante- 
cedent conclusion is denied, as tlic latter consequence 
js inevitable ; tlie Received Text is thus convicted of 
gross corruption, and the criminal neghgence of the 
episcopal body remains without defence or justification. 
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vindicated from the sliamelesti aspersion; aiul a pull 
aiion offered, against every imputation chargeable iip> 
the Greek Church, in the rcTigious discipline enjoined'b 
its inemhers, "When it ia therefore flippantly object^ 
to the advocates of the verse, that in endeavoring i 
defend this passage, they are laboring with aJl thtjir 
might to destroy the authority on which all scriptdrt* 
rests; it is tit its opponents shonld be taught, thin 
without any labor of proof, or exertion of thought, th^y 
admirably succeed in subverting it to the foundatiort; 
If the guardians of its purity be universally convicted 
of a conspiracy, to corrupt it with " a foul and scandi- 
loiis interpolation," on a doctrinal point of unequalleif 
importance ; — it matters not in what remote causes thfi 
corruption originated, whether from negligence, pre'J 
meditation, or " undcsigning mistake ;" — every pWal 
becomes reduced to rank and irremediable nonsens^ 
wjbjch can be offered for the integrity of any passage lit 
scripture. ' 

The author, in collecting in its present form, the sciit- 
tered parts of the controversy which he has maintaineff 
in defence of the Received Text, ia not merely influeii- 
ced by the desire of preparing the ground for farthiet 
opera^ons, but of stating the considerations which ha.v'ei 
80 long occasioned their being protracted. 

A controversy, which has exhausted the laborious 
research of Mill, Wetsein, Bengel, and Sahatie^ ; bW 
which the vast erudition of Selden, the reasoning pow"- 
ers of Newton, and the critical acumen of Bentley and 
Person have been successfully exercised, tic is not sH 
presumptuous as to hope their readers will be disposed 
to regard in any view but t)^t in whicti they 
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it, onless an accumulation of light is brought to bear 
direclly npon it. Under this conviction, he has with- 
Iteld Ms fitroDgeat arguments, though belittle anticipa- 
ted the uxttoward circumstances, which have so long 
precluded his bringing them forward. Of the circum- 
stantial evidence which may be adduced against Kuae- 
bius of CnEsarea, as an editor and corrupter of the 
acriptuies, but a small portion has made its appearance. 
And in the Disciplma Arcani he has retained a masked 
battery of which little use has been hitherto made, in 
covering the passage, where his system of defence has 
Vpemed to oppose the weakest barrier against an assail- 
Mt. From the resources which he has thus held in his 
yower, an answer has been returned to the challenge 
jpven by Newton to the champions of the verse, in dis- 
pute, to point out the time and manner of its erasure 
^om scripture. And he here holds himself pledged to 
establish its authority, by the same reserve, in the al- 
ternative to which the controversy on its authenticity 
has been reduced by professor Porson. By this able 
critic, the most formidable of its oppugners, it is allow- 
fld, that the principles on which Bengel undertook its 
defence being admitted, his conclusion respecting its 
authenticity follows of course ; the author here lays 
^OWQ his gage to establish them, when circumstances 
shall permit, by legitimate and rigid demonstration. 

, On the sanguine hopes, with which the author enga' 
ged in an undertaking of peculiar difiiculty and labor, 
he is as little disposed to dwell, as on the discourage- 
ments and disappointments, with which it has been 
principally requited. It would be unworthy of the 
' part, in which he engaged, to descend to the language 
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Dcoasion. to give vent to the stronger feelings, wllkh 
his recollection of the past occasionally awakens. He 
onght not perhaps to conceal, that he entered oa the 
task, which has engrossed, from subjects of higher in- 
terest, the best years of bis life, with some anticipft- 
tioQS of the toil and difficulty which awaited his tuet- 
tjons, and a strong presentiment, that the recompense 
would be certainly slow, and probably illusive. Hh'is 
forward, also to declare, what he may conscientioQ^y 
aver, that the result which has attended bin exertions, 
has brought in its success a reward to his aiiibttiois, 
which he would not barter for any honor or emolument, 
that fortune may have conferred upon thode, whom Hho 
l^as most highly favored among his contemporaries. 
iQifJje iaward congiatulatianswith which bo is requited, 
.^ome share of regret will indeed occasionally intermix'; 
that his very limited means have frequently impeded the 
cffwts wliicb they were unable to paralyse. But even 
this consideration is not without a palliative. Not & 
Uttle of the exultation that he derives, from the tri- 
umphs won by his exertions, arises from a fonscions- 
ness of the depression of that state, in whicli the obsttt- 
,<;left to his success were surmounted, if by a hard, 'by 
ft glorious struggle. '" 

, In adverting to the discouragements which he has ek- 
l^rienced, in this protracted straggle, he would not tie 
thought insensible to the admission of other and higher 
claims, by which his progress has been cheered and 
animated. Jjoi discharging the obligations of this kind 
by which he feels lumself lastingly hound, his first ac- 
Itjtfpwledgmonts are due to two prelates of the diffortftit 
.branches of the United Church, of which they are the 
greatest oruaments and ablest dcfcndcTS. Xa tbe ki 

■ -jii;!) uUJtOia! 
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(todlamd acute Arcfabiahop ol' Dublin he is indebted Ibi- 
'jthe first ftivorable opinion passed on his ■work ; which 
■^ve hun a. fuller coiifidenco in the Moundness of itt pre- 
tensifttifi. Nor is he less hoholden to Bishop Iiui^:ess, 
a prelate as highly distinguisliod tor leamitij and zeal, 
ibr the flattering testimony so often expressed in the 
■ various tracts, bywhich he sa ably sustains the canse, 
i-tvheirein the author has the honor to rank him as an 
auKiliarj. Among the proselytes which it has been liig 
ffood fortune to gain over to a point which ha« been 
deemed tho weakest in his vindication, it is with no 
tiioaU exultation that he nnnibcrs the very learned Dr. 
Hales ; and if ho has not been wholly misinformed, tho 
late BLshop Tomlino. Of those early impugners of the 
disputed passage in St. John ; it has been his happiness 
to see the former converted irom an opponent into an 
advocate, and to hear that tho latter admitted his scep- 
ticism was ^laken, by the strong a priori argument, by 
which it was defended. Nor can the author, in toiicli- 
iog upon liiiB subject, refrain from adding his acknow- 
ledgments for the favorable testimony borue to his 
labors, in the works of MM. Home, Slade, andTowns- 
ond ; and so kindly expressed upon them by the Dean 
of Winchester and his late able and lamented scoi, Mr. 
!Rennd ; to whom he ventures to add Archdeacon 
Naree, and Mr. Norris. To the last invaluable friend, 
at whose suggestion he engaged in the work, and iVith- 
out whoae aid, irom the want of books, it would haVe 
remained unaccomplished, as the author acknowledges' a 
K greater debt, it has called for a higher acknowledgment. 
^M lit has been his pride to record it, ^vhere the meraorial 
^1 of it may last, until the work on which it is iascribeid 
^1 l^as perished : " Sunt enim testes etfsunt sempitetBi 
^^ meritorum taorum erga me, meEcquc in te pietatis." 
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■On tumlH(^ *(> Iho less gratefaf task of noticing' tJw 
onfavomblc rec«ptioD with wiiicli liiu labors liavo mot 
in a different quarter; the ungracious snbjett mfty be 
dispatched, with less ceremony. Of tlie capabilitio* 
of tbe two dispatants with whom it has been his hard 
lot to be implicated, he has been cM>mpelIed to express 
Mnsdf so fully, and he is sorry to add> so freely, that 
it precludes the necessity of recurring to tiio offeoiiive 
snbjflct. With the works <^ anonymous and p^ieudony- 
mons opponents, he follows a fixed principle, in passing 
them over unnoticed, as not even mcaitin^ rcfotatioui 
If thfey hold their own labors so very cheap, au to doen 
them undeserving of an acknowledgement; they cannot 
take umbrage, that others, who reject the notions to 
^ich they blindly adhere, should hold tiiem in no esti- . 
mktion. Had the author's disposition been over so > 
eager to engage with them in dispute ; their exertions 
WbuM render the tnsk inexpedient or nugatory. Tbe 
entire artillery of their warfare is drawn from the maga- 
zine of German fabric : and had not tbe weapons with 
which they engage been often repelled and broken, they 

I would becomo powerless la the hands of the feeble aad 

unskilful. Ill 

From the respite of six years, in which the author 
has been indulged, since his last assailant has been re- 
duced to silence, he anticipates many days of future 
quiet. The rapid decline of readers, who take any 
K interest in pursuits requiring minute or laborious invcs- 

■ ligation, has long convinced him of the expediency of 

H looking for his rccompence beyond these superlicial 

H times; of employing his exertions on subjects suited 

H to outlive the limited and transitory interest that con- 

I troversy engenders. In bidding adieu to pursuit: 

L 
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whu:li, il' h« iiaij cooBitmod mnuy noary hourti, he bus 
enjoyed somo niomeats oi iobonse ^atilicatiuii, be can-i 
out admit, that in his calculatiuus ot hucc6i>i> iu tha 
object at which be ai^pired, boivever it may huvo eluded 
hi^i hbpes, he haa heuii altogether mistaken. The at- 
tempt may have been vain, by which be hoped, at the, 
cOmBienceinent of his profisasioiial career, to revive la 
the study of (ho Ciirly fathers ol' the church, the purest 
standard of reUgiouti opinion ; as the ell'ort may prove 
atKxrtivQ, by which be has labored to defend the tradi-. 
tional Hole of Faith against sudden and unju^tUiable 
innovation. But he willnotsubmitpatiently to be ttdd 
that a country which boasts above all others the noblest 
institutions for promoting inquiry, and the amplest 
rewards to stimulate exertion, maiutaius her national 
rank, when degraded into a mere school for the study 
of the continental writers. He can acknowledge , up . 
adequate cause, why the nation which took the IcadiJA' 
European literature and science, should sink into a. 
third rank in the great Republic of Letters ; and instead 
of asserting her right to be the oracle, become the mem 
ol^|an''df the opinions of the Gennuo?, .French)! ii6(/ 
Italians. 

lodhifl Dill il III, 

-Di nt'Hi Hill) Il 

mifM 1o h^u\, 

rim vial mh, 
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REMARKS 



ON- A 



PASSAGE IN EUSEBIUS. 



The dircomstances frbm which the present con- 
troYeriry atbse, and the leading points on which it 
tifms^, may be collected from the application which 
is made in the first of the annexed letters, in the 
publicati<» c^ which it originated. To enable the 
reader, however^ to enter more immediately into 
the merits of the dispute, it may not be inexpedi- 
ent to enter into a brief explanation. 

In justification of the part assigned to Eusebius 
of Ceesarea, of which a more explicit account is 
giren iri the snbjobned pages ;* reference had been 
madef to a letter addressed to him by the Em- 
peror Constantine. J To an extract from this epis- 
tle (be annexed translation was added in '' the In- 
quiry into the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate." 

n^^^roy y«^ xaltfupi/i rl iti^So^ai It seemeth good unto uf to 
T? «r? irvfifftt. onTVi ^f vrtfrtiKov% submit to your cmsideratitm^ 

.vmeiW£ T. V ^f^ ri^e'J^i. .^ jr "Jlf"*' ^ parchmeiil (ireptMd 

^ /. * T /v- *. r / for the purpoiiG, by able acwbeir 

/*tt^ Wa Wi Ti>;*(l3» H«?^.rp»- and accurately skilled in thert 

fm»i^iK^ifTrmrix^*''^rfU' art, fifty copies^ both legtbfc 

*4v» y^t^fhcn xiXii^^tiflK.* T«» diWf and portablv, so aa to be uatk. 

luXmin. y^mfif, iff ffMhkr» T^y t' fui; namely of the sacred icrip^ 

A 

* Infr. p. lS9v 117. 35. f Inquir. into Integr. p. 26b 

t Vit. Const. IV. xxxvi. 046. 

A 



'eemajiks on a 

Af rS rtt it- tu'^^' whereof chiefly, ^ 
, ,~ , r' ' t' r ' know the preparation and ,vse 

*"''" of tbe church. \ 



Against this passage of Constantine's letter, se- 
lected from a woik. of considerable extent, as 
opposing the weakest point to the attacks of an 
assailant, the hostility of a writer best known as 
the editor of Strabo, was directed.* Two terms, 
at the beginning and close of the passage, from 
whence some inferences were deduced in support 
of the charge advanced against Eusebius, were 
accordingly chosen for his animadversion and 
amendment. 

Having discovered, in the hypercritical talent 
which the following controversy has since so fully 
developed, that the preceding version "did not 
convey tlie meaning " ascribed to the original ; of 
the first and final clause he proposed the following 
improved translation. " It seemed proper to sig- 
nify /o_yo«r Intelligence," &c namely " of the 

*, sacred scriptures, of which in particular, most of 
• .* 'all, you know the preparation and use to be ne- 
"""cessary, in consideration of, having regard to, 
'*' the tmttire ami comtitiition of the Church," 

As the diiFerences, on which a contest was thus 
raised, turned upon a colloquial phrase ; a native 
Greek was deemed no unsuitable judge of its 
merits. One having been engaged at the time in 
delivering lectures upon his vernacular language 
in London ; the application was made to him, by 
the author, which is conveyed in the first Letter 
of the subjoined Cojirespondilnce. The requi- 
sition there made to him, produced the following 

* Case of Eusebius examined, by the Rev. T, palcoiier,A.Af . 



J 



PASSAGE IN EUSEBtrS. 3 

-tfanslations in Modera Greek and Italian, of the 

ctotested passage. 

Tke above Exlraet tramlattd 

into Modern Greek. 



-fiali* sis itQtfmerfUMK ift^i'ifaf fas, itti" 



WSj J>MHTat HB^imi ' 


(« pf'fU^H 


bfir^o T^.OTporoxi>o-STi 


■ '.» n^ssir- 


rifjif lia. VfBfSSff" it. 


[ OTf7«^,- 



..f,.<ps,u 


,:.„, iS, £<r«/»rf^A., 


T» y.^p.^.! 


iVi i 'iTBijtaaii KBi 


XpS^.sV. 


Tm. i.*r<*f« .{f ■< 


ASaff^aAla, 


tSi iiuamrtsi. 



3T6e afcoue M. Greek Version Tke ahime M. GrceA Veriiott 
tmnslated into Italian, translated into Italian. 



Perciocche parre nccessario no- 
tificarlo alia vostra prudcnza, 
&3iucb^ possiate far scrifcre 
da pmiti caligrali ed accurati 
nell' esercizio ilelia lora arte, 
cinqaanta volumi in pergamene 
ben preparate, in carattere chi- 

aro^ e facili QeH'uso ; 

clog (li quelle sacre scrittiice, 
dclle quali principal me ate e la 
reparazione e 1' uao vol sapcte 
cssere tiecessario alia dottrina 
dell a chieea. 



Pare bene a noi di sottoporrc 
alia Tostra consideraziane, che 
voi ordinaete che fossero acritti, 
in pergamene a tal efTetto pre- 
parate, da abili copisti cd accu' 
ratamente periti Delia lore arte, 
50 codici, facili alia lettura e 
portibili, tantoch^ giano d' uti- 
lity : cio^ delle gacre 

scrittnre, di cui principal me nte 
vol sapete la preparazione e 
I'nso essere necessaria alia dot- 
trina della chiesa. 



Although the author, in thus committing his 
cause into other hands, saw that it suffered some 
diminution of its force, as the sequel of the con- 
troversy will a bundantly evince ; yet as the deci- 
sion of the umpire, to whom it was referred, was 
sufficiently strong in his favor, he deemed it ne- 

c^cesswyto put)iisii. it^ witJwut observatiour ■ He 
-w^fc-nf I ' 
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however added a Postscript, with the object rf 
disposing of the subsidiary objections which had 
been raised against bis hy{)othesis by its assailant. 

The " Examiner," after digesting the subject of 
the CoBttF-spoNDfcNCE and its PosTsc RPiPT, re- 
turned afler five years with a reply;* in wlucli 
the dullness and emptiness exhibited in the dis- 
cussion, were abundantly made up by the silly 
presumption displayed in the title. Having been 
thus drawn fully forth; and having committed 
himself in a production of some extent ; the 
author laid the controversy at rest in the " Addi- 
TioxAr, RtMAKKs," with which his first reply is 
succeeded. 

However it may be conceived, that the discuss- 
ion in the following pages is pursued to an un- 
necessary extent; the importance of some points, 
which, independent of the main question respect- 
ing Eusebius's influence on the Sacred Text, it 
tends to establish will, he trusts, redeem it from 
such an imputation. In the lights shed upon the 
two documents, to which his " Remarlis " are 
confined ; — the Imperial Letters, for the Instaur- 
ation of the Scriptures, and the Restitution of the 
Church ;^some of the most interesting and im- 
portant incidents in ecclesiastical antiquity are 
illustrated. And in the determination of the con- 
tested point, re.iipecting the language in which the 
Constitution, issued by Constantines for the first 
establishment of Christianity, were promulgated; 
some obscurities in tlieir subject may be effectu- 
ally cleared up, and the main difficulties in which 
the history of the Sacred Canon is involved, be 
defin'Uively settled. 

• "Tlie absurd Hypothesis, that EusebiusofCsesai'eB, I jsh- 
op and Eiistormn was aa editor and corrupter of the Scr.pLuie, 
exposed." 



V ■'--■' PASSAGE IN EUSEBIUS 

LETTER TO M. CALBO. 

^^ ' ' ■' . Great Cambridge Street, Nov. 10, 1618. 

ri.,,^'4ear Sir, 

"' ■ If the joint work, in which we are enga- 
ged, gives me any title to the common privileges 
of fellow-laborers in the same field; you will par- 
don my so far presuming upon it, as to trouble 
you with the present application. The two pa- 
ges which I enclose are taken from a tract, con- 
taining some animadversions on a translation pf 
part of the Instrument of Constantine the Great, 
directed to Eusebius of Cesarea, inserted in "the 
Integrity of the Greek Vulgate," p. 2G ; which, 
some months since, you did me the favor of ac- 
cepting. 

As the version which I have there given, if it 
possess any fidelity, should bear a second change, 
without losing its Ukeness to the original, may I 
solicit, as a favor, that you would submit it to the 
process ; and when you have turned it into Mo- 
dern Greek, compare it with the text of Eusebius, 
arid then state the result of the experiment. 1 
am fully aware to what risk I expose myself, in 
submitting the work of a coarse artist to so nice a 
scrutiny ; but as I must be no small gainer, if the 
result prove successful, on this touchstone lel^it 
be tried. '''* ' 

Tn, the animadversions of " the E.xamiiiera," 
whom I have not the honor to know, either Jay. 
fame or person, I wish only to draw your atten- 
tion to tile terms fl-.;»Eo-t5 and ^oy^-: on which words, 
particularly the latter, I should feel highly flatter- 
ed if yoii would favor me with your opinion, as on 
them particularly depends the inference which I 
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bare deduced from the Instruraeat in Eusebiiia* 
The former word, in the phrase ri JuXio-at tJ ci muQ,, 
J am now informed, signifies " Your Intelligence," 
the term being used as a title, analogous to Your 
Eminence, or Vour Reverence : the latter word, 
in the phrase ri ^y« tii U''?^C"'u I am further in- 
formed, signifies " the «a/«re or constitution of i^e 
Church." The effect of this interpretation of the 
passage upon my argument, is perfectly obvious, 
without being formally specified. If, indeed, the 
iattter term, coupled, as it is, with flfia^ y^a^rj,, does 
not mean doctrine ; I am as willing to admit, that 
tbe inference, which I have deduced, will only 
follow by straining, from tbe context and subject 
of the letter; as I am prepared to maintain, that 
if it does, it compels the inference, which I have 
deduced ; respecting the discretionary power, ves- 
ted in Eusebius, to select, out of tlie mass of 
canonical and apocryphal scriptures, " those 
chiefly which he conceived to be useful and ne- 
cessary to the doctrine of the Church." 

If I maybe allowed to assume that in which 
Kusebius nearly bears me out; that the Instru- 
ment before us was written in Latin, and has been 
translated by that historian into Greek, I believe 
the controversy between " the examiner " and 
myself, may be atonce laid at rest. For while no 
Latin word, which expresses nature or constitution, 
could have suggested the term ^oyn;; that word 
would be naturally suggested by any term by 
which doctrine is usually expressed. And in the 
same view of the subject, on taking tJ J>i?.5cra. t? o-^ 
o-u.iV,., with the explanatory phrase, in the context, 
TS(o-SiiiEif<,ix.i«« ffyo. ToEroyi.SC""'; the proper force of 
the phrase may be precisely determined, from an 
edict of the same age, and derived from the same 
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authority, which is preserved by Lactantius,* and 
has been translated by Eusebius.f In this In- 
strument, " soiiciUidinl iua- signi/icmida ease," of the 
Latin is rendered by Eusebius, Jn;«wai r^ d-» Jm^i^iia. 
In this passage, were the Greek ambiguous, the 
Latin would decide the point in dispute ; for it 
appears to me, to be just as absurd to assume, 
that solicitudo can mean a title, as it would be to 
deny, that it signifies a quality, which was to be 
exercised in discharging the duty, which the Em- 
peror imposed. By this single quotation, "the 
nature and constitution" of the very pretty puer- 
ility with which " the examiner " seems to have 
been so amusingly captivated, appears to me, to 
be sufficiently exposed ; without any waste of re- 
search into ecclesiastical antiquity, on the sub- 
ject of the titles of the bishops of those early 
times. 

On the gTamwzrt/icfl/ skill which " the examiner" 
evinces, in his attempts at translation and illustra- 
tion, it cannot be necessary to add a word. 

Though I consider it no small punishment to 
have his shame exposed to such eyes as your own ; 
yet as, in strict justice, so barbarous a murderer 
of the finest language in existence deserves a re- 
tribution proportionable to his crime, I commit 
him into your hands, to be dealt by as he de- 
serves. Begging of you to forgive the trouble, 
which I give you by this application, believe me. 

My dear Sir, 

Very truly yours, 

Fred. Nolan. 

• Lactaiit. de Mort. Perscc. can. xlviii. Vol. IT. p. 244. erf.- 
Dufr, 
t Efiseb. Hist. Eccl. Lib. X. cap. v. p. 481. ed. CaiS, 
B 2 
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REPLY OF M. CALBO. 



1 



Signer mlo, 

Le invio a seconda del suo desiderjo la trd- 
dusiotie in Greco Moderno del passo in Eusebio, 
da lei citato nella sua opera, On the Int. of the Gr. 
Vulgate, 8 la mia op'imone sul significato delle ^^- 
role 'f>!»i'"5 e xoVi : benchti io non sappia di quanto 
peso la sla. 

zmffK. — S'io non m'ingaono, questa parola non 
ebbe da principio che il significato di coiicorso o 
W/fmoHedi oggetti fisici, (Omero); e che I'idea di 
comparare, di riflettere, di giudicare, di scegliere, 
riunendo o combinando colla mente due o piu i- 
dee non le si fosse aggiunta che verso il tempo in 
cui la Grecia si diede alia filosofia (Plat. Arist. 
Xen. mem.) onde significi!) allora, come significa 
Gggidl, prudenza, inteliigenza, buon semo, raziocinio, 
cognizione, e piil precisamente, ci6 che Condillac 
nella sua logica intende per lejugement. Non cre- 
do che alcun altro significato le si aggiungesse, se 
non qualche anno dopo lo stabilimento della Chi- 
esa ; e non prima della morte di Costantino, poi- 
chfe i Vescovi d' allora non si davano altro titolo 
che quello di aJix^o.'. E sembra che dall' abuse 
che quel principe fece della parola, nolle sue let- 
tere ai Vescovi (vedi ancora in Eus. de Vit. Const. 
Lib. III. cap. Ix. Ixi. Ixii.) le si dasse in seguito 
quelle tinte, che (perraessa la difFerenza delle per- 
sone^ hanno le parole di ifi(ii(mi ip>>.at^fam'm%, w^aoTitvof, 
r.a.y,x.a.y^\a.^, (pijiuyaSiaf, &c. paHando a un Monarca, le 
quali non sono usate come tanti titoli, uh piena- 
mente significano hunmmtas, mansuetudo, benignilas, 
e bonitas. E cib in quanto alia parola 'zinmi. 

Ora passando alia parola: 
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AJyo;.— Non mi ricordo alcun passo dove la sig- 
liifichi costituzioiie, o natura, se da noi per6 si ec- 
cettiiano quelle controversie nelle quail i teologi 
caddero, da che, inviluppando la loro scienza nel 
laberinto delle parole, cercarano una spiegazione 
dei primi versi del primo capitolo di St. Giovanni. 
Pero credo, che dovrebbe ella, Signer mio, asten- 
ersi dalle loro opinioni, e prendere per giudice il 
suo autore, il quale ha dedicate gran parte del 
primo libro della sua Storia nella definizione della 
espressione i'^iy% tS SiS, e dove, s'io non erro, valen- 
dosi di Salomone, sembra che egli tenda a credere, 
che significhi sapienza, knowledge, wisdom : e verso 
la fine di quel libro dice s' io ben mi rammento, 

t5 Siov, «; EriEPsi il avToTi rlt AOFON tb! i|wB! — annovcran- 
do quindi tutto quello su di cui intendeva di pre- 
dicare, mostra che non intendeva di parlare n6 
della natura, ne della costiiuzione della vita, — al 
meno cosl a me pare. 

Fra i miei dubbj ancora v'fe questo, (e lo credo 
il maggiore) se I'originale sia in Greco o in Lati- 
no: a me pare in Latino, poich^ vedo che il greco 
abbandonando i proprj modi gli va dietro, come 

nel n'V's"!)* or^Mo! atSfw^ui TB iyiwrarii iiiKjiBo-lot irarifliim* iauTo, 

dove si vede la servUitil al sese adjuiuit: e nel 
tS. Siiwi JnJiaii y^a<pm, Hcl qual passo non avendo po- 
tato dare alle ideeil medesimoordine che hanno nel 
Latino, si fe trovato necessitate di aggiungere quan- 
to gli rimaneva accompagnandolo col Sr,?,aSi,. E 
quindi anche poiche credo che sia stile di ogni tra- 
duttore il quale tenti d'essere fedeie, I'usare in 
mancanza di parola propria della perifrasi, onde la 
Uf parola vehiculortim fe resa da o^v*''"* "f ^""^i^'Si: 
B Forse anche questa Lettera fu scritta di mano dell' 
H Imperatore, ed allora non so quanto egli in iscri- 
H -vere ad uno che intendeva il Latino, trovasse pre- 
H feribile tutt' altra lingua che la propria, nella quale 
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egli poteva nettamente, e senza fatica, dare fmih 
a siioi pensieri. Quando dunque questo doeu- 
mento sia Latino, allora la questione si deve fare 
sol siguifieato delle parole, prudentia, apparatus, 
ed eccfma ; vi aggiungo la parola apparatus poichfe 
il greco porta iw.m'tA,, il che significa irutauratio ; e 
forse ho torto nel noa conoscere questo altro sig- 
nificato di Jin&'t" ; o forse e colpa dei copisti e bi- 
sognerA leggere a-tni,, o xa^auwii, o ^i^lmc-itti,, o forse 
anche J.a^i^S. E quest' ultima non sarebbe totai- 
mente fuori del proposito, poichfe nel capitolo segu- 
ente dice '•> -aif^vny^Si is^if^in^i (Tiix>srt), magnifwe exor- 
natis. 

Circa la parte grammaticale v' ^ poco da dire. 
II passo non ^ per nuHa intricate. Eccone la co- 
strnzione : <i. (Siia. y^aipj,,) ^sA.r« (especially) y^.-iinti.r 

dove ella sa bene, da qualunque grammatica, che 
questo aiaywiooil'st" govema il dativo, onde in co- 
truzione, non si pufi dividere dal tu >^y« t?< i'«KX»f;;'«« 

Eccole, Signor mio, le mie opinioni, ne faccia 
quell' uso che ella crede, benchfi a mio parere ella 
farebbe meglio dividendo queste pagine in tanti 
pezzi di servirsene per segni quando si diverte a 
leggere qualche mo-nth hj piihlication. E ch' io non 
le sia stato parziale ne' miei giudicj, ne sari per- 
suaso dando un occhiata alle qui appife* strette 
traduzioni del passo, una e del Greco d'Eusebio, 
I'altra del suo Inglese; e poichfe forse il greco mo- 
demo potrebbe eccitare nuovi dubbj, lemando an- 
cora una traduzione in Italiano. 

S' io posso serviria in qualche modo non mi ri- 
sparmi. Frattantomi creda 

Signor mio, tutto tuo, 

A. Calbo. 

' The traosUtions are prefixed, by the editor, to lie pw- 
Bent reniarkii. 
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TRANSLATION OF THE ABOVE LETTER. 

My dear Sir, 

I send you according to your desire, a 
translation, in Modern Greek, of the passage 
in Eusebins, cited in your work on tlie Integr. of 
the Gr. Vulgate, and my opinion on the significa- 
tion of the words ri>ta-K and y^iy^ ; though 1 know 
not of what weight it may be. 

Ht'-Es-.;. If I am not deceived, this word had o- 
riginally but the signification of an union or con- 
course of physical objects, (Horn.) and that the 
notion of comparing, reflecting, judging, select- 
ing, reuniting and combining, by the mind, was 
not annexed to it, until about the time, when 
Greece applied to Philosophy, (Plat. Arist, Xen. 
mem.) from whence it then signified, as it signifies 
now, prudence, mtelligcnce, good sense, ratiocination, 
and more precisely what Condillac understands, 
in his Logic, by kjugement. I do not believe that 
any other meaning was annexed to it, unless 
shortly after tlie establishment of the Church, and 
not previously to the death of Constantine ; since 
the Bishops of those times are given no other title, 
than that of iJ^^?lr,!. And it seems, that from the 
use which that prince made of the word, in his let- 
ters to the Bishops, (See Euseb. Vit. Const. Lib. 
IlL cap. Ix. Ixi. Ixli) it consequently received 
some tincture of what (allowing for the difference 

I of the persons), the words Ve'''e«f ^Aajflpun-ia;, wja^TtinK, 
K«^(Jl(ttvae^a!,^att7■a^;B;c, &c. havs, in speaking to a mo- 
narch; which words are not used as so many ti- 
tles, nor signify fully, hiimanitas, mansuetudo, be- 
fugnitas, and bouilas. So much for the word st;,.- 



Proceeding next to the \vord- 
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Aiyoi-—^i remember no passage, in which this 
word signifies coiistilidion or nature, if indeed cer- 
tain controversies be excepted, into which Theo- 
logians fall, when involving their learning in a la- 
byrinth of words, they endeavor to explain the 
first chapter of St. John. I therefore believe, 
that you, my dear Sir, should have abstained 
fi-om their ojiinions, and have taken the author, 
for your guide, who has devoted a great part of 
his iirst book to an explanation of the expression 
JxiyofTaSioC; and where, if I err not, availing him- 
self of Solomon's assistance, it would seem, that 
he inclines to believe, it signifies saplmza, know- 
ledge, wisdom : — and towards the end of the same 
book, he says, if 1 remember well, i-a^Tat S\ a^^tw 

znEpn w AoroN rSt t*«( ; thence enumerating the 
whole of what he intended to preach, he shews 
that he intended to speak neither of the nature^ 
nor the constitution of life : as far atleast as my 
judgment extends. 

Among my doubts, there is one, (and I believe 
it the greatest), respecting the point, whether the 
original was in Greek or Latin: — it appears to 
me — in Latin ; because I perceive, that the Greek, 
abandoning his proper manner, gets beside the 

subject ; as in i^yir"' •Er^Bflof afflfuia-uj in ^J1J^^I1I^^« UyiUTcLrti 

tt.»T!9F.-i* J«w=, where there is observable, a servile 
adherence to sese adjunxit : and also in t£k h'w J»^«Ji 
y^a^^v, in which passage, not being able to give 
his ideas the same order, which liiey possess in 
the Latin, he found himself necessitated to con- 
nect the remnant of the sense, by uniting it by 
SfijuiSi, : and besides this, because I believe it to be 
peculiar to the stile of every translator, who en- 
deavors to be faithful, to use periphrases, from 
wanting appropriate words : whence the term ve- 
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hicutarum is rendered hj '"xni^ar^t ,uha,i^ft.li„. Per- 
haps also this letter was written by the hand of 
the Emperor ; and then, I cannot see, how, in 
wnting to one wlio understood Latin, he could 
find any language preferable to his native tongue ; 
in which he could express himself tersely, Jind 
without difficulty, and give, as it were, hfe to his 
thoughts. Since therefore this document may 
have been Latin, tbe nnestion sliould turn on the 
signification of ibe woilIb prudcntia, apparatus, and 
eccksia. I add the won! apparatus, because the 
Greek uses the word iv>vimi,-: which signifies in- 
staiiratio : and perhaps I am wrong in not knowing 
that other meaning of the word Jm(>rfi : or proba- 
bly it is an error of the copyists, and that we 
should read crxn,'^, or o-ejaindti, or naTaiKii'S, or per- 
haps even Ai^si/i. Arid this last would not be 
wholly beside the purpose, since in the following 
chapter we find, h ootiuti^Sj iaatiiilioK {TiJp^tin) magiii- 
fice Cdvrnalis. 

Concerning the subject of grammar, there is 
little to be said. The passage is in no respect 
intricate. The following is the construction of it : 

£► SiIk. y^Bfi;, fiBA<r« (especially) 7»'i'n<tn t',' r t-s-i^i,/):,, ^ 
■r',1 X?""!' a.aynaia' Ei'a' Tu xiyurS? if-iAtfi^^ : WherC, yOU 

well know, that by any grammar whatever, the 
phrase aneyxa'tan (Ttai govems the dative, and of 
course, cannot be divided from t^ Jioyi, tS; l<KX«Ct'a(. 
Such, my dear Sir, are my opinions; make 
what use of them you think fit: though, in my o- 
pinion, it would be best to divide these pages, in- 
to so many pieces, and make use of them for mark- 
ers when you next amuse yourself, in reading 
some monthly publication. That I am not par- 
tial to you, in my judgment, you will be persua- 
ded, on casting a glance over the close translations 
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of the passage, wliich I subjoin:* one of tfe* 
Greek of Eusebius, another of your English, and 
lest the Modern Greek should excite new doubts, 
I further send a translation in Italian. 

If I can serve you in any respect, do not spa^'e 
me : in the mean time believe me, 

Very truly yours, 

A. Calbo. 



LETTER TO M. CALBO, 

IN CONSEQUENCE OP RECEIVING THE FOREGOINO 
LETTEK. 

My dear Sir, 

I know not whether my first thanks are 
litlue to yourself, for your valuable communication 
on the disputed passage in Eusebius ; or to the 
person, who by objecting to my translation, has 
produced so singular a confirmation of my argu- 
ments, from so high an authority. How much 
strength ray hypothesis gains, by the advantage of 
a juster translation, and the new light which you 
have cast upon the subject, will be obvious, even 
to the most purblind of my opponents. By fixing, 
with logical precision, the force of the term C^rta-K, 
and giving a determinate sense to the latter part 
of the passage, it is needless to observe, how ful- 
ly the inference is confirmed, which I had dedu- 
ced, respecting the discretionary power of select- 
ing and amending, which Eusebius might conceive 



' See note p. 10. 
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himself required to exercise, in discharging the 
duty imposed on him by the Emperor. 

But it is particularly from the meaning which is 
ascribed to the term itf.<nrt^^, that my hypothesis 
derives confirmation. If I am allowed, to take the 
comprehensive sense of refeciio and instaiiratio, 
which is ascribed to this word, the evidence of the 
document is as clear as it is complete, that there 
was a 7iecessittf acknowledged of repairing and so- 
kmnltf setting forth the sacred scriptures ; and if the 
injunction of the Emperor was carried into ef- 
fect, that it was accomplished by the interven- 
tion of Eusebius. And this sense, which is exact- 
ed by the proper force of the term, is not only con- 
firmed by the external evidence of the two wri- 
ters before us, who represent the sacred text, as 
having so extensively suffered,* in the preceding 
persecutions, as to render this reparation neces- 
sary, but by the internal evidence of the docu- 
ment itself, in which the instauration of the Scrip- 
tures, as the necessary cause, is previously speci- 
fied, to the contingent effect, their use to the 
doctrine of the church, to which end their prepa- 
ration could not in any respect have contributed. 
Nor ought it to be forgotten, what yon, my dear 
Sir, must clearly see, that the question whether 
the document was originally composed in Latin, 
or in Greek, can have no effect on these inferen- 
ces ; as whether the term inne-iccvn or instauratio be 
adopted, the inference, which 1 deduce, is alike 
unavoidable ; though, from the use which has been 
made of the latter term, by a celebrated writer, -f 

• Eiiseb. Hist. Eccl. VIII. ii. 377. Lactant. de Mort. 
Pers. xii. 199. ed. Dufr. 

t S. Hier. Cat. Script. Eccl. Tom. I. p. 131. 
epi3copu9, plurimo labore corruptam bibliothecam Origeoia, 
Pamphili, in membranis inxtaurare conatus est," &e. Id. : 
Marc. Ep. cxli, Tom. III. p. 398.—" quam [bibhottieca 




1 



16 KLBIAKKS ON A 

who lived near the times of Eusebius, and devo* 
ted bis attention particularly to sacred criticism, 
I retain no doubt of its being the identical term, 
employed in the Instrument, translated by Euse- 
bius. 

For my own part, after the striking remarks 
which yon have made on the internal evidence of 
the Instrument, no doubt remains on my mind 
that it was originally framed in Latin : and if you 
feel any hesitation on this point, one consideration 
will probably confirm you in an opinion, in which 
I feel myself established by your observations. 
It is in fact only necessary to my hypothesis to 
suppose, that the Instrument, by whomever 
drawn np, was submitted for the approbation of 
the Emperor; and this being granted, it is not to 
be denied, that it was submitted in Latin, as 
Constantine was acquainted with no other lan- 
guage. As indeed the emperor and bishop, be- 
tweeen whom the communication was made, were 
respectively acquainted with that language ; the 
difficulty really lies, in conceiving how a different 
language should be chosen, as the medium of 
communication, of which one of the parties pos- 
sessed no knowledge. But the concession being 
once made, that Latin was the language in which 
the Instrument was originally composed, the con- 
test may be brought to a speedy termination. 
Until it can be proved that pntclcntla tiia was ' a 
title of honor or respect,' and some Latin word be 
discovered, which is a middle terra between j^iy^^ 
and natura or conditutio, the puerility advanced 
by the examiner does not possess even plausibili- 
ty to entitle it to a serious refutation. 

vx. parte corruptam, Acacius dehinc et Eiizoius, in membranis 
instaarare couati suut.'' 
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Though I consider the question, when reduced 
to these grounds, as not admitting of a moment's 
deliberation ; I am far from allowing; that it is ne- 
cessary to try it by such a criterion, in order to 
produce a decisive sentence in my favor. If it is 
notdecided, on the supposition, that the Instrument 
is a translation; it must be tried by the analogy of 
similar expressions. With the examiner it con- 
sequently rests, to produce an example more ap- 
posite and unequivocal, than that which 1 have ad- 
duced from the Latin edict of Constantino, and the 
Greek translation of Eusebius, On the success 
which has hitherto attended him in bis attempts, 
it is unnecessary to add a remark, after the speci- 
men, with which you have been presented. To 
you, my dear Sir, 1 have only to observe, that the 
phrase ^ixio-a. tJ; ot-hVi. £.fii» of Eusebius, in which he 
discovers the titles of atleast five bishops, would 
be just as inadmissible in English as it is in Greek ; 
and could only be taken in the sense which he 
ascribes it, by violating the commonest principles 
of grammar; by confounding the singular with the 
plural, and the personal with the possessive pro- 
noun. 

After the single observation which you have 
made upon the subject of translation, it would be 
superfluous to offer a word in vindication of my 
version of the contested passage. Though I can- 
not with truth affirm, after having received your 
translation, that ray own might not be greatly im- 
proved, were I at liberty to retouch it ; yet I be- 
lieve I may without vanity assert, that were I to ap- 
proach more nearly to the Greek or Latin phrase- 
ology, I must wholly depart from the English idi- 
om ; and that were 1 to adopt the alterations which 
the Examiner proposes as improvements, I should 
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be SO far from conveying the sense of the original, 
that I should not even express myself in intelligi- 
ble language. 

With the most grateful sense of your kind at- 
tention, believe me. 

My dear Sir, 

Very truly yours, 

Fred. Nolan. 
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If the reader is unacquainted with the peculiar 
formahties by which the Examiner has introduced 
himself to my notice, the display of his critical 
pretensions, in the foregoing Correspondence 
will, I beheve, sufficiently justify me in dismissing 
him, with the same good breeding, which charac- 
terised his introduction to my acquaintance. 
The following observations are principally trans- 
cribed from the margin of his own work ; to which 
they were committed, on the same evenine;, that 
it fell into my hands. In the time which has in- 
tervened, since that period, nothing has occurred, 
to induce me either to alter or extend the observa- 
tions, which arose on the first perusal of his dia- 
tribe. 

On the subject of translation, against which the 
first hostilities of my opponent are directed, my 
sentiments are elsewhere expressed at large. Of 
whatever value they may be deemed, I have good 
authority for asserting, and shall produce it if re- 
quired, that the manner in which he wrests t« xo'y« 
from its dependence on a*«>«ai«« tl>^^, and offers 
q a-is,a,i b^ut, as syuonymous with ' Your Intelli- 
gences,' exhibits a knowledge of Greek, which 
L would disgrace a school-boy who had exercised 
his talent for two years in the acquirement of that 
'anguage. 

The translation of Eusebius being vindicated ; 
it would be perfectly nugatoiy to offer a word, in 
vindication of the inference, deduced from his as- 
sertions. The examiner professes his inability to 



I 



20 REMARKS ON A 

*' discover in the letter" more than an allusion; 
*' to externals, to the parchment, the writing-, the 
size, the transmission of the copies." This diffi- 
culty will probably disappear, when the Lexicon 
is consulted, on the meaning of I'b^ktksvv. And 
when the objector is furnished with as much in- 
formation as may be thus cheaply acquired, if it 
is carried to the interpretation of Eusebius, it will 
teach him to appreciate the value of his assertion ; 
that *^ Constantine does not allude to the diminu- 
tion of the number of copies, nor say that it was 
his intention to supply the place of those which 
were destroyed, in the persecution of Diocletian." 
But it is further plain to the examiner, that Eu- 
sebius compiled no edition of the Scriptures ; for 
he gravely demands, *' what kind of an edition of 
the Scriptures could that be called, which was a 
copy of the Scriptures, with some erasures?'' 
Probably a castigated edition ; but I humbly ap- 
prehend not less an edition, because it was a mu- 
tilated edition ; unless it is possible to mutilate 
books, so as to destroy their generic distinctions. 
But a little lower down, by the assistance of the 
examiner's perspicacity, '^ we see, why the work of 
Ethalius had the name of an edition, and why the 
copies of Eusebius cannot receive it ;" the former 
having published a list of scripture-texts, and 
** having prefixed to the several parts of his work, 
a prologue or preface.'' To prove the truth of 
this sagacious rule, let us apply it to any known 
case, as that of Elzevir, or Stevens. According 
to this infallible criterion, their various publica- 
tions of the Scriptures ** cannot receive the name 
of an edition ;" and the reason is obvious ; because 
they have not ''prefixed to the various parts of 
the M'ork, a prologue or preface,'* 




IThe existence of an edition by Eusebius, being 
thus effectually disproved, 1 am next told, that 
its " dispersion is just as fanciful." It will how- 
ever appear from the following observation, that 
the same premises, and an acquaintance with the 
true state of the sacred text, have led atleast one 
learned person, who had no hypothesis to support, 
to conclusions not very remote, from those adopt- 
ed by Mr. Nolan. " Hed el eai/em occasione," says 
tlie learned Wetstein, in reference to the subject 
before us, " aocidisse ptito, ut libri illi pauci veter- 
es, qui e^ incemUo Dloclttiam manibusque tradito- 
rum salvi evaserant, prje novis istis et pretiosis 
Rkoiis coDiciBUs sorderent, atqiie vilescerent, 
paxsimijue sepotiere/itur, sicqiie paulatim neglecti 
interirent."* And if this statement be remote 
from the truth, it rests with the Examiner to ac- 
count for the fact, advanced on the same authority, 
in "the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate," p. 34. 
n. ^; that every existing copy of the New Testa- 
ment contains internal evidence of having des- 
cended from Eusebius's edition. 

On the subject of the alterations said to be in- 
troduced by Eusebius into the text, this is no 
place to engage in a controversy. The Examiner 
is of opinion, that I have failed in proving the 
charge against Eusebius, and labors hard to in- 
duce others to beheve, that I have not accomplish- 
ed Avhat I never attempted. The fundamental 
position, which 1 undertook to establish, stands 
thus; " the p?-o/)ahililies are decidedly in favor of 
Eusebius having expunged, rather than the catho- 
lics having inserted the disputed passages, in 
the sacred text," p. 27. And I am now told, that 
I have failed in attaining this object, because I 
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bote BM ffvfcd that to be «/«^ mHA 1 1 
pteJgeJ MjiKtf to Aew wm» <^i ■JMli fffy . Msyl 
■m to be iafefOMd, if ibe o^cMioBS of the Exaim- 
Mr be dtewtd J ea e i f iug of a icp^, what it mof 
he iriutk I an comc ct bcJ in lemiiig? Uowerar 
— Mliifif mry my hypotbeas mar t« deemed, it 
learea every atber, by which it may be opposed, 
iOTolred in dtfficnlties, for which the Examiner 
hail neither found nor attempted a solutiun. Of 
the five remarkable passages which are missing in 
the earliest manDscripts, two were certainly omit- 
ted tn Eusebius's canoDs; aod the remaining 
three were evidently opposed to his known Aoti- 
Sabellian antipathies. If the act of their expunc- 
tion be ascribed to him, the indisputable fact of 
their removal, from the sacred text, becomes a 
proof of the truth of my assumption. If the act 
be ascribed to any other hand, it constitutes a 
difficulty, which is without a solution ; for it is thus 
inexplicable, how those passage.*, and only those, 
should have been suppressed, for which Eustbha 
could have possessed no partiality. 

The honesty displayed in tlie next stricture, in 
wlii(;ii the Kxaminer passes to page 86. for a 
proof of ■' the Kanie conclusion " which is advanced 
in p. 26. without any notice of the change of the 
subject, will prove his moral qualifications, in po- 
lemics, to be nearly on a level with his intellec- 
tual. 'I'IiIh change of scene introduces Dr. Lard- 
nci' upon the stage, to tell us " what Euthalius did, 
and what he did not do :" the whole of whose in- 
iormntioii is rather unhickily imparted, at second- 
Imnd. from Wctstein. " By his help," we are ac- 
(^ordingly inlbrmed, that " Euthalius, compared his 
editions with what? with correct copies of Euse- 
hius ? no such thing : but with the exact copies. 




in the library of Palestine,'' 
us does not occur."' 

The learning and accuracy of this assertion, 
will best appear, by referring- the point in dispute 
to the author in question. The subscriptions as- 
cribed to EuthaliuB, stand as follows; Ed. Cath. 
Ep. p. 513. «yT.)S^»ft.! Jl tS» n^».-^ti> i^ it»flo^.K«'^ zw,r=xi, 

e« t5 n(.fifi.w(. Ed. Epist. Paul, e Cod. Coisl. 202. 

■tS ffiyia n«fi^i^a- x"f' >'7s''/*,««'" a^i". Admitting the 
latter Scholium, as authority for the true appella- 
tion of the Cesarean library, down to the period 
when the nianuscript was written; it appears to 
have been called from Pamphilus, who founded 
and endowed it, This mucn iDformation being 
attained, on the accuracy of which the Examiner's 
favorite. Dr. Lardner, may be consulted ; the an- 
tecedent scholium loses the ambiguity, which it 
may possess to the Examiner, or any other half-in- 
formed reader ; and as EL-a-i^.a, cannot in consistency 
with the sense be governed by ^ij3>,.oeixt.i, it may now 
be evident to himself, that U should be put in appo- 
sition with that word, and be governed by ^nhfif'- 
The copies with which Euthalius collated his edi- 
tion of the Acts and Catholic Epistles, (for it may 
be necessary to apprize the Examiner, that they 
were collated with very different copies from those 
followed in tlje Pauline Epistles,) if any attention 
he due to Eathalius himself, were " the correctco- 
pies of Eusebius." And that there is but one 
sense, in which the author of this assertion could 
have intended it to be understood, 1 apprehend 
the Examiner will not venture to question, how- 
ever he may dispute, that I have given the true 
construction of the scholium subjojued to the Ca- 
tholic Epistles. That Enthalius, in stating the 
D 2 
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authority on which his own accuracy rested, and 
quoting " the correct copies," of one, who had 
not only introduced the first great innovation into 
the sacred text, by his sections, but who was a 
professed collater and correcter of scripture, 
could have intended the assertion should be taken 
in a sense which was equally applicable to the 
Gospel of the Nazarenes, or any other heretical 
work in Eusebius's possession, or deposited in 
the Cesarean library, is an absurdity, which it 
■will be time enough to refute, when the Examiner 
has given it the sanction of his own high authori- 
But appended to the former, there is another 
difficulty, of equal magnitude, to be solved ; for 
the objector proceeds — "did Eusebius prepare 
fifty-one or two, or more copies, and deposit these, 
as a testimony against himself, in the same libra- 
ry ?" Whatever scepticism be indulged on the 
Kubject of Eusebius's copies, 1 apprehend, it -will 
hardly be denied, that they were taken from some 
exemplar. And however the Examiner may 
dream of certain copies of Origen and Pamphilus, 
preserved carefully on the shelves of a public h- 
brary in Cesarea, after a persecution had raged 
with aggravated fury, in Palestine, which aimed 
particularly at the extermination of the sacred 
writings ; some better evidence of their existence 
must be produced, than has hitherto been advanced, 
before it be taken as granted. The testimony of 
Euthalius, when fairly adduced, wholly discounte- 
nances such a supposition. Had such copies ex- 
isted in Cesarea, when he visited the library, for 
the purpose of collating them, he must have made 
some mention of them, in his edition ; but the 
•genuine manuscripts of his works, collated by 
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Zacagni, contain no notice of any copies, but those 
of Eusebius. If we may now meet the objector 
on his own grounds, a few interrogatories may 
-be proposed, for his own solution, in the answers 
to which he will find all that he is in search of. 
If the copies of Origen or Pamphilus were pre- 
iserved at Cesarea, how came they to survive the 
Diocletian persecution ; and at what other price 
1 Could the books of that library be preserved, but 
jby surrendering all the copies of the Scriptures? 
.'If those copies remained until the times of Eutha- 
'lius, how comes it that he preserves no testimony 
of their existence ; while the interested transcri- 
ters of his works so well knew the advantage 
•'which they derived, from having tlieir pedigree 
'traced to the autographs of Saint Pamphilus. If 
the Bibles transmitted to Constantine were tran- 
scribed from copies which had undergone no pre- 
t^aration by the hand of Eusebius, how comes it 
' to pass, that every copy of the Constantino poll tan 
' text possesses the Eusebian sections and titles ; 
l-were these also introduced into the text, by tran- 
: -scribing the copies of Pamphilus? When the 
[Examiner has exercised his ingenuity, in answer- 
^"j jng these interrogatories, he will probably per- 
ceive, that the questions which he has proposed 
.inquire no solution, which may not be found in 
.the testimony of Euthalius, by him who knows 
the true appellation of the Cesarean library. 

To the remarks on the edition of Athanasius, 
it cannot be necessary to offer a reply, after what 
has been advanced respecting that of Eusebius. 
That its existence should be disputed by him who 
places the essence of an edition, in a prologue or 
preface prefixed, can no more excite wonder, than 
U deserves refutation. 
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Bnt now for the deeifiion of the controvemy; 
which a quotation from JLardoer, and the testimo^ 
ny of a scribe, brings to this summary conclufiion; 
*^ I shall only add, that if Eusebius had dooe 
ii'hat Mr. N. imputes to him, even the ecribei 
themselves might have furnished the means of de- 
tecting tlie fraud/* And as an instance, alike 
corroborate of the justice of this conclusion, and 
illustrative of the credibility of the witnessess, oo 
whose testimony it depends, mc are referred to 
the scholium which has been already transcribed 
from Euthalius's edition of the Pauline Epistle^.* 

1 pass over the polemical experience or addres^i 
which rests the decision of a controversy on the 
subscription of a manuscript : and which selects one 
of Euthalius for the purpose, the copies of wbo»e 
work are notoriously falsified. The result of suck 
an undertaking is just what might be expected; 
tlie good luck of the examiner has thrown in hi« 
way, a testimony, which amply displays iiis judg- 
ment, in the choice of a witness. 

When this scholium first fell in my way, the 
quackery employed in its fabrication wns so ma- 
nifest, tliat though I paid Wetstein's judgfiieat thf 
Tespect of giving it a place in my notes, 1 studi*- 
ously avoided resting any part of my arguvnent 
aapon its authority. The means of inquiriog into 
its authenticity were not tl>en in my power ; the 
following are the proofs, which a short investiga- 
tion has since produced in its favor. 

In the very first assertion which liie author maJbeiB, 

.^aro%^, he is convicted of falsehood ; ti^ fir:3t Pi^r- 
fion who divided the Pauline Epistles in this m»fX' 
^ef was Eut/ialm, many years a/kr Pamphilus'$ 

* Vid. supr. p. 23. I. 10. 
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death ; and from his text the manuscript was 
undoubtedly transcribed, whereas this scholium 
pronounces it a copy from the autograph of Pam- 
philus. 

This scholium is further negatived by the com- 
mon consent of the copies of Euthalius, which 
preserve no ti'ace of such a reference to the copies 
of Pamphilus : the reader will determine, how far 
it is probable such a testimony would be sup- 
pressed, if found in his genuine manuscripts. 
The author of this fabrication betrays his fraud, 
by transcribing the following passage from Eulha- 
lius's prologue to the Acts,* 'ixf '■« """'e 't^"' (for so 
he writes it) -rn- oTf^wsfipoei* K=feif=><«( ; whereas the 
Prologue to the Acts was not composed or pub- 
lished, until a co7isiderabk period after the Pauline 
Epistles, of which this scholium is an appendage. 

The truth is, that the origin of this stupid for- 
gery is easily traced to the declaration of Eutha- 
lius : wliich is of itself adequate to convict its au- 
thor of imposture ; »a6' Uir-^i i-OTir=>.i« wjoTalofiw tJ* rSv 

in tliis anonymous Father, and the plain testimony 
subjoined by Euthalius to his edition of the Acts, 
the honest contriver of this scholium soon identi- 
fied " 5a»i( Pamphilus." The reader will deter- 
mine for himself, how far it is probable the true 
subscription Eyo-.i3.H tu nai^iplxe, subjoined to the 
Acts and Catholic Epistles, might have given rise 
to the spurious, ra "Ayu n»;^^.\B, subjoined to the 
Pauline Epistles : by an easy substitution of 
Ei/C'jSsi. for Efo-i^'B, which soon migrated into 'aj-.V. 
Let the reader now take a retrospect of the exter- 
nal and internal evidence adduced on the subject 
of this scholium : let him observe, that, notwith- 
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Standing the extraordinary information which it 
conveys, it is unacknowledged by any other ma- 
nuscript of Euthalius; that it identifies, as the 
work of Pamphilus, what Euthalius himself as- 
cribes to some anonymous writer ; that it annexes 
to the Pauline Epistles a passage from the pro- 
logue of a work, which had not appeared, until 
those Epistles had been some time published: 
and that while it possesses the improvements, in- 
troduced bif EuUtalius into the text, imiii/ years after 
Pamphiltis's death, it professes to be copied from 
an autograph of that anckut marti/r ; he will then 
be enalaled to appreciate the adequacy of the tes- 
timony by which my hypothesis has been subvert- 
ed, and the competency of the Examiner to deli- 
ver any opinion on those subjects, upon which he 
so confidently dogmatises. 

If in devoting this Postscript to the considera- 
tion of the Examiner's objections, I am supposed 
to have conferred on them a degree of importance, 
which they do not intrinsically justify ; I beg it 
may be understood, that had not the author been 
announced as the Editor of the Oxford Strabo, 
his qualifications in construing Greek would have 
induced me to have consigned them to that re- 
pose, out of which, I am much deceived, or he 
will long regret, they should have been ever a- 
waJcened. 
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Rhodon, ap. Euseb. E. H. V. xiiL 

*' Quod logoi aut methodos, simplexque empirica pangit. 
Hoc lib^r bte tenet, diverso e dogmate sumptum. 

Marcell. de Medicin. t. 6. 
inter Poet. Lat. Min. p. 140, ed. Glasg. 
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As the wonder excited by the consequential blus- 
ter, with which the grave exposer of absurdities 
has sought to give some little importance to his 
entry, has had time to subside; some curiosity 
arises after the object of such obtrusive clamour; 
Quid digQum tanto feret hie promissor biatu ? 
The merits of Eusebius, as a historian and di- 
vine, have occasioned much controversial discus- 
sion ;* in which the opponents, who have arrayed 
themselves on either side, have displayed no or- 
dinary ingenuity and erudition. By " the Fabri- 
" cator " of the devoted hypothesis, his orthodoxy 
as a theologian, if not his fidelity as a historian, 
had been in some degree brought into question. 
From the champion, who has stept so valiantly 
forth, as the avenger of "the Bishop and Histori- 

- "an," some show of resistance so injurious an 
aspersion might be naturally expected. The 
time employed in completing his defence, the 

\ tone assumed in conducting it, tended not a little 
to raise these expectations to a high degree of ex- 

£ citement. The period at length arrived which 

" "Vid. Montfaiic. Prsel. in Eus. Com. in Ps, cap. vi. p. 
E 2 
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was to develope the labor of five years, consumed 
in preparations for the renewal of hostilities. It 
was then indeed apparent, that the mine was 
skilfully planned, to work which had cost so much 
time and labor ;— that an alliance with Selden liad 
been formed ; — that Du Cange andDamm (whose 
very name is portentous) had been taken into 
consultation ; — that Eusebius's History had been 
scrutinised throughout,- — and all the documents 
and edicts, particularly those directed against in- 
fidels and heretics, (of whom 'the Fabricator' 
was the vilest,) were set in tremendous array; — . 
and, the dreadful moment of explosion having at 
length arrived, — that the meaning of two words 
was contested, in a letter from Constantine to 
Eusebius, 

When the smoke excited by the first discharge 
of this destructive machinery had cleared away, 
and its devoted victim acquired time to recover, 
from the disorder into which every faculty was 
tlirown, his terrors represented the absurdity of his 
ideal architecture, as irrecoverably exposed, and all 
his air-built structures as reduced to dust and cin- 
ders. But a moment's experience convinced him 
that his apprehensions were vain ; his castles, he 
soon found, continued unassailed, and he felt that 
his bones remained unshattered. Still, his ter- 
rors represented the train only as fired, that " the 
mountain labored" from within, and that destruc- 
tion, struggling for a vent, would soon overwhelm 
him, in a furious, flaming, and sulphureous de- 
luge. His feelings may be therefore more easily 
fancied than described, when, summoning greater 
resolution, he approached the source of terror and 
dismay, and viewing the implement of destruc- 
tion, discovered some over-grown school-boy ha4 
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been at work. But how are his sensations to be 
conceived, when, holding the thing of " sound 
and fury, signifying nothing," in his hand, he 
perceived, that its work of destruction was done : 
that having fumed, sputtered, and bounced, the 
squib had expired, in its own ludicrous report, 
and with no more serious consequences to the 
startled spectator, than that of being, for a very 
few moments, offensive ! 

To descend from these mock heroics, the spirit 
of which it seems impossible not to catch, in pe- 
rusing the silly title of the tract before me; we 
may proceed to plain matter of fact. When tlie 
points of attack are known, at which so stupen- 
dous a machine is directed, " the absurdity," 
which has been effectually " exposed," will re- 
quire no proclamation. Some curiosity, will, in- 
deed, remain to be satisfied, how its contriver 
'could have deluded himself into the belief, that, 
"the hypothesis," on which it spent its force, 
would be overthrown, had the most indefectible 
success followed his undertaking. Though in 
drawing that hypothesis out, the meaning ascribed 
to the two disputed terms was deemed necessary 
to support the inference deduced from Constan- 
tine's epistle, in which they occured ; it is diffi- 
cult to conjecture what fatuity could possess the 
objector with the belief, that any meaning which 
could be ascribed to those terms, or even deduced 
from that epistle, could lead to the subversion of 
a hypothesis, rested on a different and independ- 
ent foundation. Nor is any thing more than a 
bare reference to the points,* which its fabricator 
undertook to establish, necessary to evince, how 

• "Postscript to Remarks on aPassage in Eusebius."supr. 
p. 21, 1. 29. et seq. 
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perfectly harmless the tremendous implement of 
destruction has proved, by which, its contriver 
fancies, or dreams, that he has completed its 
ruin. 

Yet, notwithstanding the absolute, and indeed 
ludicrous, insignificance of the points, which this 
disputant has collected force and courage suffi- 
cient to contest ; it may not be inexpedient to 
meet him, even upon the low ground which he 
has chosen. The vaporing terms jn which his de- 
fiance is expressed, though they are as offensive to 
good manners, as inconsistent with good taste, are 
indeed little calculated to provoke recrimination. 
Whatever be the rank to which his ambition may 
ultimately raise him ; the tricks to which quacks 
imd impostors have long had recourse, to make up, 
by a blustering and inflated importance, for the in- 
trinsic emptiness of their pretences, have nearly 
taken from rodomontade, its power to excite our 
mirth, and have wholly deprived it of its capacity 
to move our resentment. In perfect indifference, 
as to the provocation or its result, I would have 
consequently received it in contemptuous silence ; 
or given it no other answer, than was bestowed, of 
old, on such thrasonical raving ; 

Ego tua magnifica verba, neqae istas tuas magnas 
minas 

NuQ pluris facio, quam ancillam mcam qua^ latrinam 
la vat. 

I have, however, determined, that he shall 
have his reply ; nor will I conceal, that some 
share of tnwa'rd gratification is attendant on the 
undertaking. There is a calm satisfaction that ari- 
ses, on beholding justice make her award on that 
species of valor, which employs its mischievous 
Ihotigh feeble efforts, not in defence but annoy- 
ance. Nor is the exultation to be suppressed or 
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denied, which arises, on contemplating the con- 
sequences held in reserve, for that bravery, which 
consists rather in threat than execution ; particu- 
larly vi^hen it proceeds, on a vain presumption 
of success, "ante victoriam cantare trlumphum." 

In proceeding to put the reader in possession 
of the merits of the points in. dispute, it is not ne- 
cessary to quote the passage in Constantine's 
epistle, in which the contested terms occur. As 
the passage has already frequently appeared,* and 
as the force of the terms may be lully ascertained, 
without any view to the context, it is only neces- 
sary to quote those clauses in which they are 
found : the phrases t^ oi; a-utia-ti to in^«o■a>. and t« tS? u- 
laW"! ^ayii atayinTit iliai y>™?«.s, fuHiishing, in the 
terms 0^'""^ ^"d aoVo?, the ground and subject of 
the dispute, in which the following contradictory 
opinions are maintained. 

' I have presumed,' declares the Fabricator of 
the hypothesis, * that the term nvtC": fully expres- 
' ses the quality of the person addressed ; that, 

* connected with iri, it is no honorary title, but a 
' mere form of compellation ; and may be not im- 
' properly expressed by the term ' consideration,' 

* in liie comprehensive sense in which Dr. John- 
' son explains the word ; ' mature thought, pru- 

* dence, serious deliberation.' I apprehend that the 
'term >.hou in the forecited passage, signifies 
'doctrine; and that, as it is coupled with fl"'"' 

* yfaps., the phrase should be rendered, ' which you 
*know to be necessary to the doctrine of the 
'Church.' But I am humbly of opinion, that 
' whether these terms be taken in this sense or 

* any other will not materially affect my argu- 

* ment, nor ever lead to the subversion of my hy- 
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'potliesis, much less to the exposure of its absur- 

" It is but vain confideQce," replies the objec- 
tor, " for I maintain that the term C'!'""^ is an ho- 
" norary title, which expresses nothing more than 
" the respect of the person by whom it is applied ; 
" and that the phrase in which it occurs should 
"be rendered, 'signify to Your Intelligence j" these 
" terms being used after the analogy of Your Emi- 
" nence, or Your Reverence, I insist, that ^iyi 
" means nature and constitution ; and that the 
" phrase in which it occurs should be rendered 
" ' which you know to be necessary, in considera- 
" tion of, having regard to the nature and constitu~ 
" tion of the Church.' And I contend, that having 
" determined a point of such moment as the sig- 
" nification of two words ; I am entitled, as victor 
" in the contest, to record my triumphs on my ti- 
" tie. The absurd hypothesis, that Eusebius of 
" Caesarea, Bishop and Historian, was an editor 
" or corrupter of the Holy Scriptures exposed."' 

On the latter subject we are not likely to have 
many words, convinced, as I am, of your preroga- 
tive to boast—" Turk Gregory never did such 
" deeds in arms as I have done this day." 

I. When the antecedent objection first assailed 
my devoted hypothesis, I soon learned, from the 
powers and attainments of the assailant, that a 
controversy, once commenced with such a dispu- 
tant, had little chance of coming to an end, un- 
less it was thrown out of the beaten track, in 
which the question might be everlastingly beg- 
ged. To raise the most insuperable obstacles, 
which my ingenuity could devise, to the unlimi- 
ted exercise of this prerogative, to which obstina- 
cy has ever recourse, for a pretext to prolong a 
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dispute; I proposed the test of translation, ae af- 
fording the surest criterion, for trying the points 
in controversion. The difficulties with which the 
disputer would have to contend, would tlien be 
not merely doubled, as he would be thus reduced 
to the necessity of proving the existence of his er- 
ror, not only in one language, but in two ; but 
multiplied to an incalculable degree, as the ambi- 
guities of sense, by which he would be most like- 
ly to be misled, or disposed to mislead his read- 
ers, are rarely found to exist in two languages, 
not immediately allied by affinity or descent. 
To justify the application of this test, which threw 
no obstacle in the way of his opponent, with 
which the proposer would not have to contend, an 
assumption was necessary, and was accordingly 
made, under the impression that it received Euse- 
bius's support. Under his sanction, it was conse- 
quently premised, tliat ' the Epistle which cou'- 
' tains the disputed terms had been written in La- 
'liii, and was translated by that historian into 
' Greek.' In the demolition of this principle, 
which "the exposer of the hypothesis," labors 
with all his might to effect, its " fabricator " finds 
an attack directed against his very foundation. 
To prevent his castles, for which he retains a 
lurking predilection^ from being transferred, by 
this polemical pioneer, from terra Jirma into the 
clouds ; a principle of self-defence compels him to 
grapple with his opponent, if indeed he is to be 
reached by a countermine. 

I. To the assumption, that ' Constantine's Epis- 
'tle was written in Latin, and has been translated 
' by Eusebius into Greek,' it is objected, as a pre- 
lude to the main attack, that it is " another hypo- 
" thesis." Let us say postulate, and it will bnn|r 
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UB a little nearer to the mark. But let it be a hf- 
pothestis, if it is the objector's good pleasure, am. 
tlie exposure of its absurdity is likely to afford as 
any sport. I apprehend, that the evils of a posta- 
late or hypothesis will be hardly mended, by the 
Kubstitution of a supposition in its stead, whicli 
its lack of information and ingenuity would forbid 
me to call a paradox, did not its incoherence and 
improbability tit it for being called a dream ; and 
one too, wliicli has every feature of the progeny of 
those prolific brains, which are neither very 
briKht fiom nature, nor unfrequently bemused. 
For what foundation more solid can be found for 
the sup|)Osition, on which the objector reasons, 
that " tiie Emperor, according to estabUshed 
" usage, in his private communications with indi- 
" vidualt), used the Greek language ?" If this hy- 
pothesis did not receive the explicit contradiction 
of " Bishops and Historians," as its fabricator 
shall be soon taught to know ; from the very 
slightest knowledge of the Emperor's history, its 
" absurdity " might be " exposed." Is it neces- 
sary to inform this vindicator of Eusebius, that 
Constantine succeeded his father Constantius 
Chlorus, in the goverument merely of the Trans- 
alpine Provinces ; tliat previously to the first 
partition of the empire with Licinius, in the year 
314 he lield no communication with the East;* 
and that at that time the Western Provinces only 
fell to his shaj-e? As there is no letter in "the 
•■ Ecclesiastical History " of Eusebius, which does 
not bear an earlier date ; " Is there a parson much 
" bemused in beer." by whose brain a grosser ab- 
surdity co\ild be fabricated, than that it was the 

* Vtd. ENseb. Vit. Coosbwlin. Lib. II. cap. ix. p. 546, 4. 
<mp^ xsii. p. M7, 4. »p. xliii p. m7, ^S. 
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Emperor's "established usage" to address his 
subjects, not merely in a foreign language, but in 
a language which they did not understand; as is 
proved to a demonstration, by the differencea 
which, in the same century, interrupted the har- 
mony between the Eastern and Western Church ?♦ 

But if the absurdity of this hypothesis be thus 
easily exposed, what language can be found to do 
justice to the method of proof, by which it is made 
out ? Presuming upon which, its truly inimitable 
contriver proceeds gravely to assure us, that he 
"apprehends he is justified both by reasoning, 
" and by ei-a/nple, in concluding, that the original 
" letter in question was written in Greek." As a 
specimen of what " reasoning and example " are, 
in such hands, competent to effect, I proceed to 
lay the argument, in its principle, proof and con- 
clusion, bodily before the reader. I take leave, 
however, to add a few alterations and corrections, 
of which an account will be rendered indue time ; 
but these I shall separate from our author's text, 
by brackets ; that his pure gold may not be pollu- 
ted by the alloy of baser ore. 

" In the history of Eusebius,"^ he observes, 
" private letters and public edicts are numerous, 
"Of these many are written in Greek, and many 
" are translated into Greek />yjm the Latin original. 
" I will recite the titles of perhaps the greatest 
" part of them, and refer to their places in the 
"history." 

[In the History op El'Sebius.] 
1. The Palinodia of Constantine [Edict of Galerius.j 
translated. Book VIII. p. 40=3. 

■ Seelnquir. into lotegt, of Gr, Vulg. p. 37- n. -^. p, 301. 



t The absurd Hypothec 



3, &c. exposed, p, 4. 
I- 2 
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3. X Letter of Sabinus the Praetorian Prefect, traiuit' 
ted, b.IX. p. 439. 

3. il^ript o( Mayiimm, published in Lutin and Ortti, 
b. IX. p. 445.] 

4. [A Jitter oi'the Emperor Maximin to Sabinas, trout- 
lateil, h. IX. p. 452.] 

5. Decree of Maximin, translated, b. IX. p. 456. 

a. Edict [Constitution] of Constantine and LicmiDS, 
translated, b. X. p. 480. 

7. A. Letter, [another Constitution] to Anulinus, mrf* 
translated, b. X. p. 483. 

8. A Letter to Miltiades, Bishop of Eome, not* trans- 
lated, b. X. p. 484. 

d. A Letter to Chrestas, Bisbop of Syracuse, not* 
translated, b, X. p. 485. 

10. A Letter to C.'ecilianus, Bishop of Carthage, not* 
translated, b. X. p. 486. 

11. A Letter to Anulinus, not* translated, b. X. p. 48)*. 

[In thb BroGHAPHY.] 

12. ["Edicf inserted, |out of its order, below N". 16. pair* 
lished in Greek, Book H. Page 548.] 

13. A Letter from Constantine to Eusebius, bo^* trans- 
lated, b. II. p. 559. 

14. Edict of Constantine on the errors of Polytheisni, 
translated, b. II. p. 560. 

15. A Letter of Constantine to Alexander and Anns, 
not* translated, b. II, p. 667. 

10. Constantine 's Profession [Edict to the Provincials 
of Palestine] published in Latin and Greek, b. II, p. 
348. [548.] 

17. A Letter to the Chiijches, on the Synod of Nice, 
not* translated, b. III. p. 586. 

18. Six other 7*f/ers of Constantine not* translated, b, 
III. p. 595. seq. 

' It may he necessary to observe, that the negative particle 
prefixed in Italics, to the term < translated' in this ezsunple 
nnil those marked with an asterisia, receives not the least coud- 
lenaucefTom Eusebius, as will be made abundantly manifest 
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19. Fotm of Prayer enjoined to the Soldiery, transla- 
ted, b. IV. p. G36. 

30. Orations of Constantine pnldisbed in Latin and 
Greek, b. IV. p. 644. 

" The conclusion," continues my author, " which 
" I apprehend may be drawn from this review of 
" these documents, is, that the emperor according 
" to established usage, in his private communica- 
" tions by letter, used the Greek language, but in 
"forming dmd proumlgatiiig edicts, when he inter- 
" posed with the imperial authority, he used the 
"Latin language, the language appropriated to 
" laws, and to the transactions of state affairs."* 

The reader, I trust, is by this time led pretty 
well into the secret of certain, omissions and alter- 
ations in the titlesand order of some of the prece- 
ding documents, of which he has to hear a little 
more in due time. It is not now necessary to de- 
tain him, with enlarging upon the logical merits 
of this " reasoning," in which an " example " of 
almost every species of sophistry might be found ; 
and in which, to speak without exaggeration, 
every principle of induction is violated. But the 
opportimity is not to be resisted of expressing my 
admiration of the ingenuity, with which " the 
"conclusion" is brought out, by a perpetual 
begging of the question : while not only the waste 
of time and paper, but " the exposure ' of certain 
resorts, as httle creditable to the user's honesty 
as his information, might have been avoided, by 
assuming it, boldly and immediately, in the case 
of the letter in dispute. 

To turn from this logician's "reasoning" to his 
" examples," which furnish us with the most ex- 
quisite treat ; we need the assistance of the histo- 
* " Absurd bypotheeia &c, eiipoaeij," p. 4. 
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" grants of money," Eusebius absolutely identifies 
"the Letter (N". 10) to Caecilianus, Bishop of 
" Carthage," which is offered as an example of an 
epistle " Jiot translated ;" as lie prefixes to it this 
title, *" Copy of an Imperial Epistle, by which mo- 
" ney is granted to the Churches." 

But we have not yet arrived at the conclusion 
of this exquisite farce. For, incredible as the 
foregoing instance of its author's incompetency, 
to obtrude into the present controversy, may be 
deemed ; it will be received with the certainty of 
intuition, when compared with what remains to 
be disclosed. The reader is yet to be informed, 
that not merely at the distance of a few pages, 
but at the head of the very chapter, from which 
his first examples of " Letters of Constantine, not 
"translated " are deduced, Eusebius has put on 
record, and in the most explicit terms, a direct 
contradiction of " the conclusion," of which we 
have been so recently entertained with the proof. 
After prefixing the title| " Copies^ of Imperial 
" Laws^ " he opens the chapter, in which the first 
of the six examples lately quoted (N". 7 — 11.) are 
inserted, with the following words ;|| "Now we 
" add as follows, translations^ of the Imperial 
" Constitutions** of Constantine and Licinius, 
■\-\" renderedfrom Ike language of the Romans." And 
if the plurals, " Copies of Imperial Laws," and 
" Translations of Constitutions," were not sufficient- 
ly explicit, in marking out the Jive documents 
which follow; after citing the " Imperial Constitu- 
" tion of Constantine and Licinius," (N". G) which 

' Euseb. ibid, cap, vi. p. 486. I. 15. 

t Id. ibid. cap. t. p. 480, 38, \ imy^aipa. 5 nfLV). 

II Id. ibid. 1. 39. H ;;;...»*:«!, *■ Jialiji^.. 
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Nsiu»<| I'jorn Milan, he prciixes to the Const]- 

.•vMi iliivctcd to Anulinus, .>i '. 7) which immt- 

x.i.tu'ly follows it, these words ; — ♦** Copyof-faiw- 

: /k •• Imperial ComtUutiofi, they signifyino", that 

w liiit was l)t»stowed was granted as a gift to the 

r.iiliolic (Jhurch alone." Though this docu- 

iiuni is Nrl(»( lod by the exposer, as his Jirst "ex- 

" (iiu|»li'." ofu luttitr from Constantine to Anulinus 

" ffi'i liunslaliMJ." 

Hill Uciv, without doubt, the objector, with the 

ili'irriniiniiliiij*';uMilciicssof la\vyer Scout, is ready 

li» iiilri|Mif,i', ijjiil, " not being conversant in these 

" luiilft^ivi. I li:iv(» mistaken a difference." The 

4;riii*iiil ilfclurritioii of Eusebius, in professino* to 

■ iMJiJ tiini.>litlious of the Imperial Constitutions of 

' i \*fnfxftftif!i'ytfiif IJri/tias,^ may it seems be detach- 

s\\ lli»m llu* t\\c rxamplos which follow, commen- 

» Mil', \\\\\\ llu» Constitution addressed to AnuUnus. 

11 \ mi'.ur. of a distinction which has been incui- 

Miiitl. \Mili about the same profundity of discri- 

nihhiiiiMi that distinguishes the pettifogger in 

\u Mini;. i( has boon accordingly observed, in 

,ui(a'i|iiihou (»f the preceding observation J ** theE- 

• dii I ui ipuvition/' (i\^ 6) is the celebrated edict 
ol l\iKnihon, promulgated at 3Iilan, 77ot * by the 

• ..juh» • authority' as that from which Eusebius" 

ywwl, Im iMiityorreasoning, from which Anulinus; 
' u I riM'd his mandatory letter, (X^ 7) but 6y the 
M- J iUithoritif of Cofi^tanfnw ami Lic'mius.^'' Ha- 
\m\; \\\\\'\\ tlu* inuondo conveyed in this obsen-a- 
ium W^ proper direction, in transferring it from 
• I ho loiter which Eusebius received," to the 
v'v I .ntuliou addressed to Anulinus : I proceed to 
.v'vxwe. that, as it would be a reproach to my 

^ Ka^^ Jl»i*>. p. 483. 21. + i7i;a; fiar.>-«;^; Jiaraff*,-. 

\K«Mul llyiHithcsiijs, ».^o. exposed," p. C. 
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underataadiDg, if a solitary point were gained by 
sucli an opponent, lie shall be now taught the va- 
lue of his own distinction : 

For 'tis the sport to have the engineer 

Hoist with his own petar. 

In reply to this very profound distinction, its 
author must be first told, that " the Edict in ques- 
*' tion was published by the same authority as that 
"from which Eusebius received his mandatory 
letter." Is not the scantiness of this sciolist's 
information sufficiently glaring, that he cannot 
omit this opportunity of convincing us, he remains 
to be taught, it was from the Provincial Prefect, 
and not from the Imperial Ruler, that Edicts ge- 
nerally derived their authority 1 When he haa 
attained as much information as may be acquired 
by the perusal of a passage in Eusebius,* with 
Valesius's note, to which may be added a note of 
Baudre on Lactantius ;)" he will probably perceive 
a broader distinction than has hitherto struck his 
sagacity. He will be then sufficiently instructed 
to discover, that by "the same authority" was 
meant the Imperial as distinguished from the Ma- 
gisterial ; the Emperor having required the Con- 
stitution before us to be published, without the 
intervention of an Edict ; J" perlata prograramate 
" tuo " are its words. " hctc Scripta et ubiqutpTo- 
"ponere et ad omnium scientiam perferre conve- 
"tiil" In this sense the term bi«-;?,«oe happens 
to be preji-vedhj Eusebius to "this celebrated E- 
" diet," and " to the Letter addressed to Anuli- 
" nus ;" and in the same sense we find the term 



« Euseh. Hist. Eccl. IX. 454, 24. et Vales, not. in loc. 

i Bavdt. not. io Lactant. p. 754. 

I Lactant. de Mort, Persecut. uap. xWHi. 
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" Imperialis" prefixed to a Constitution of Hono- 
rius and Theodosius ;* " Recitatio Imperialis Prae- 
"cepti de habenda Collatione." 

This point being adjusted, I have now to inform 
this accurate discriminater (I.) That "the cele- 
brated Edict, the Edict of Milan," (N". 6) was 
nothing more than an Imperial Letla- ; (2.) That 
not only it, but the two Letters addressed to Anu- 
linus (N". 7, 11) " were promulgated by the joint 
" authority of Constantine and Licinius." I shall 
be at so much trouble to give him a little informa- 
tion on this subject, for the sake of certain con- 
clusions which it brings along with it, and which, 
in his anxiety to mark distinctions that I proceed 
to obliterate, he leaves no doubt on my mind, he 
has long regarded in prospect. 

(1.) On examining "the celebrated Edict, the 
" Edict of Milan," it unfortunately appears, that 
while it appropriates to itself almost every term 
by which the Imperial Constitutions are usually 
designated ; by a sad perverseness of one or both 
of the august personages by whom it was promul- 
gated, it renounces the term which this subtle 
distinguisher exclusively adopts, and adopts the 
term which he has exclusively discarded. A bias 
so untoward in this '* celebrated " document, may 
appear so strange as to require confirmation. To 
those who are too incurious, or too indolent, to 
consult the original, preserved by Lactantius, the 
following observation of one of his commentators 
may be commended. This learned person, after 
informing his readers, that the author of this Con- 
stitution terms it, in his context, " Sanctio, Scrip- 
" ta, Praeceptum, Statutum, Ordinatio," adds the 



• Ap. Optat. Milevit. p. 30. aive p. 231. ed. Du Pin. 
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following observation : *" Sed quod notandumnus- 
"piam pariter Edktum appellavit, uti nee noster 
" [Lactantius], qui couXxz. semel atque itenim mero 
" ' Epistolarum' Jiomine, ad hanc dispositionera in- 
"digitandam iisus est. Primo nempe in hiijus 
"fere capitis [xlviii] initio, 'de restituenda Eccle- 
"sia [Licinius] hujusraodi LHteras ad Prsesidem 
" datas proponi jussit ;' atque denuo propemodiim 
"in fine, 'His Litteris.'" And curious to ob- 
serve, in this senseless confusion of our author's 
perspicuous distinctions of Edicts and Letters, the 
writer of this annotation acquiesces, without much 
apparent hesitation. 

But what is more strange and deplorable, the 
Greek translator of " the celebrated Edict of To- 
" leration, the Edict of Milan," the orthodox Eu- 
sebius himself takes a whim to play the heretic, 
on the occasion of translating it ; and conspires 
with its Latin transcriber, Lactantius, in confoun- 
ding the same learned distinctions between Edicts 
and Letters. With much gravity he ascribes 
certain derogatory words to its imperial authors, 
which not only degrade this " celebrated " Con- 
stitution from its rank among Edicts, but treat as 
unceremoniously some prior Constitution of the 
same emperors, to which it refers. He gives this 
translation of a passage in that Constitution,-|- 
"in our /onner /e^erj; concerning the Christians," 
and these disparaging words, his translator Vale- 
sius, seized with the contagion of heterodoxy, 
presumes in his turn to render back into Latin, 
" in priore nostra de Christianis Epistola." But 

" P. Baudri not. in Lactant. de Mort. Persecut, cap. 
lom. IL p. 753. ed. Dufresn. Paris. 1740. 
t Euaeb. ibid. X. v. 481, 30. 

I Tiif ^'jolt/Hi; i/iijf T^afijA-aai. 




4& 



ADDITIONAL REMAKKS {)\ 



what is even more grievous, ' Eusebius, Bisb^ 
' and Historian,' has of his own Tree will and Ac- 
cord degraded " the celebrated Edict, the £didt rf 
" Milan," into the same rank and order wift 
" the Letter to Annlinus :" in terming the foimer 
simply " a Constitution,"* and the latter " emo&aT 
" Constitution,"! he acknowledges no difFereace 
between them. 

I shall now add a few of the reasons, wliich in- 
cline me to be of opinion, that neither of these 
learned persons, to whom we are indebted for^ 
preservation of this document, was greatly mists- 
ken, in classing it rather as a Letter than an JSdicL 
The very names of Lactantius and Eusebius carry 
no small weight, in determining me to adopt ttiB 
opinion ; in preference even to that of Pagi, who 
acknowledged no difference between an Imperial 
Letter and Edict. J Of Eusebius, we are assnred, 
by his advocate and defender, that he was "a 
"contemporary and friend" of Constantine ; as 
some return for the novelty of the information, he 
may be assured in turn, that Lactantius was tie 
companion and tutor of Constantine's son Oris- 
pus. Nor was their opinion delivered on a sub- 
ject which was indifferent in its nature, or casual 
in its occurrence ; but expressed on a document 
in which they felt a strong personal interest, as 
Christians living in those perilous times. 

So much for the external evidence, determining 
the' nature of this "celebrated" Constitution; as 
far as the internal goes, it tends to establish the 
conclusion derived from the external. We hare 
been referred, by the advocate of Eusebius,§ to a 

" Euseb. ibid, t Idem, ibid. p. 483, 21. 

X Vid. Pag. in Critic. Baron, ad. Ann. Christ. 314, duid. 10. 

^ " Abiurd Hypothesis &c," p. 6. 
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note in his editor, Valesius, for a specification of 
the differences between an Edict and Letter. It 
happens rather unfortunately, that he specifies no 
distinctive mark of the Letter which is not fbnnd 
in this document, no distinctive mark of the Edict 
which is discoverable in it. Letters, he declares, 
were addressed to individuals, but Edicts were 
generally directed ; the following expressions, ex- 
tracted from this " celebrated Edict," sufficiently 
prove, that it must take its place among Letters :* 
*' quare scire Dicationem tuam convenit — ^quEe soli- 
" citudini tu^ significanda esse credidimus — intel- 
" ligitDicatiofMc— -perintercessionem tuam." A- 
gain, Valesius observes, that Edicts were pub- 
lished, but Letters kept private, unless the Imperi- 
" al Proponatur " was inserted in them : this cha- 
racteristic mark of the Letter is likewise discovera- 
ble in this " celebrated Edict," which uses the fol- 
lowing words : -[■" htec Scripts \i\n(\a.e propojiere, et 
ad omnium scientiam te preferre cofwenit." In 
tine, Valesius declares, that all the Imperial titles 

Pwere ambitiously displayed in Edicts, but a few 
iBily, and those unostentatiously expressed, intro- 
duced into Letters: "the celebrated Edict," as 
preserved by Lactantius and Eusebius, possesses 
no titles but those prefixed to the Letters addres- 
sed to the Bishops, by which it is accompanied J 
" — Constantinus Augustus — Licinius Augustus." 
(2.) Having thus seen that the Constitution is- 
sued from Milan, was a document of the same 
kind, as the two letters addressed to Anuiinus, 
though distributed by our author into different 
classes; we proceed to examine, whether these 
three documents have not "proceeded from the 

* Lactaot. ubi supr. ;i. 243. f Id. ibid, p, 246. 

I Id. ibid. p. 244. Euseb. ibid. v. 481, 9. 
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•• vuuo authority/' in the sense claimed tor thca« 

\%v>i\U, by the same accurate discriiniiiaccr. >'o 

^ci\ iuconclusive proof of the assumpiiioiL aeecLi 

Co anso on comparing the superscripdcus o! \k 

Iciiors addressed to Anulinus, with ilc.-^e preiiied 

lo iho letters addressed to the Bishop s ; zji^ larte:* 

as pr\H*ooding from one emperor. La^e die '*vordi. 

•• l\>nstautine Augustus, to Miltiadefi — C'Lresris 

•• -Ctvilianus : ' but the formert as Triceedii^ 

tVtun two. have the words, " Hail AiiuLlhi^, eloi^ 

•' honored to w.v." The time, however, a: wiici 

bolli those hitters, as well as the Ccii^zlzzlzlcz, is- 

.sueil fr\>m .Milan, must have been \^T'nr~-^ r-^ 

this noini beyond controversion. Tie ^zJzLts 

iummiIhhI to Anulinus, as addressed to rr-r^t luiz^ 

UM\\ while he held the proconsulate of Arr-ca.' 

luusi ha\e Uvn written be::re November. 313. si 

u^ Uus uunuh, Anulinus was succeeded bv t •- 

in ihe >io\ernmen: of the African Produce. \ As 

i^M^^Uluuons in favcr c: Chris tiizitv isiS"cti - '^ i 



iM\»\'\n\>uUue* thev nius: hv-e beez "-ncre^ ---^ 
.luue in ihe same year ; ::r :ie zersec ution. "x-cici 
voninunuwi v.r.vier D::clei:.iz., wis th.ec. lemizi- 
^s\l. s^> ihe prv:v.;:lr.i:::- :: ^ie C:i_sr:ti:ri.:2. itzzl 
\i\\A\\ 1 As thcv were :iivis wriitez. jer^reez. J— - 
.^j.i \o\e:n:vr, i.: t^iis z:ez::rir.r year; -.lev 

l-AiiKus \\e;\"^ r..: r-.ere.y rimers ui t-ie ein.i:irr. 






N V IVv^v*. Cr.-,ifr:'" V.'^^vf. £' r-uLi Cii-:acu I>j:- 
• v .^o. *,f Kit >;,^ :". 'V il CiHSGLiEiiiia IH. 
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division of the empire did not take place until Oc- 
tober in the following year,* they must have conse- 
quently " proceeded from, the joint authority of 
" Constantine and Licinius." The Proconsul M- 
lian accordingly refers to " the authority of Con- 
" Stan tine and Licinius," in the Purgation of Fe- 
lix, | one of the first acts of his government, afierhe 
succeeded Anulinus, in Africa. What I have been 
at so much pains to prove appeared so evident to 
Valesius, that he prefixes to the first of the Let- 
ters addressed to Anulinus, the following words ; J 
"Exemplum alterius Constitutionis, qua Impera- 
" tores soli Ecclesise Catholicae beneficium a se 
" concessum esse indicarunt." 

The reader is now only requested to compare 
the two passages,^ which I have extracted from 
" the History " of Eusebius, with the six last ex- 
amples.ll which our author lias adduced from the 
same work, in proof of his assumption, that 
" Constantine, in his private communications by 
"letter, used the Greek language," to be enabled 
to accompany " the Fabricator of the Hypothesis," 
in making the necessary deductions. In the first 
of those passages, the historian declares, that it 
was his intention to adduce " Copies of the Em- 
" peror's Letters to the Bishops, translated from the 
" Latin," and in the other, " Copies of the Imperi- 
" al Constitutions of Constantine and Licinius, trans- 
" lated from the language of the Romans." After 
declaring this intention, he cites six documents; 
three Letters (N". 8, 9, 10) addressed respectively 

• Gothofrpd. ibid. p. is, ad. An, 314. 

t Gest. Purgat. Fel. Aptung. ap. Opt. Mil. p. 165. 

I Euseb. ubi supr. p. 483, 21. 

5 Vid. aupr. p. 42. 1. 31. p. 43. 1. 24. 

'I N°. 6—11. iupr. p. 40. 
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to the Bishops, Miltiades, Chrestus, and Cecils- 
nus : and three Constitutions, (N". 6, 7, 1 1) one of 
inrhich was issued from Milan, and the remaioiiis 
two addressed to Anulinus. Of the renuuiiii^i 
documents, cited iu Eusebius's History, and ge- 
nerally classed under the denomination of Edicts, 
it is only necessary to observe, tliat they have as 
express declaration, immediately pretixed to 
them, that tlxy were trmmlations from the ZMin. 
Consequently, while " the Exposer of the absurd 
"hypothesis" presents us with "a conciusion," 
which he pretends to found on an induction of the 
" public Edicts and private Letters " contained id 
" the History of Eusebius ;"' the historian, whoin 
he takes under his protection, has prefixed, to the 
whole of those documents, a dlrtct conlradiclton of it, 
delivered in the most explicit terms, and suppoit- 
ed by an exemplification, without an exception. 
May we not therefore ask this FalstafFof Poleitt- 
ics, " What trick, what device, what starting-hole, 
" canst thou now find out, to hide thee from this 
" open and apparent shame ?" 

2. It is by this time, I should hope, fully appa. 
rent, that whatever " reasoning and example " an 
competent to effect, in deciding the present ques- 
tion, tends to subvert *' the conclusion," which 
they have been put in requisition to establish, by 
this sagacious exposer of the " absurd hypothesis." 
Whetlier we consider the tenor of Constantine'e 
life, which was principally passed in the West, or 
the nature of his correspondence, which was 
conducted in Latin; whether we regard the ac- 
quirements of Eusebius, as acquainted with that 
language, or the testimony of his " History," as 
silent upon the subject of the Emperor's having 
ever written in Greek, and as explicit oo th»t' 
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his having corresponded with the Bishops in La- 
tin: we can be conducted, by "reasoning,"' or 
" example," to no probable conclusion, respecting 
the disputed Letter, addressed by Constantine to 
Eusebius, but that it was written in Latin. In 
speaking of this Letter, the historian adopts the 
very language which he employs in describing 
the Emperor's correspondence with the Bishops 
in that language : of the former he declares, n*; V*- 

Tsfif wfiC"''" """iS:! TO y^a,i.,ta,^ of the Ifltter iifoila Si tit 

wfoVfTTo. fm^Miffiiit i.ffflfifi«T».-[' And what adds greater 
weight to this observation is, that in thus expres- 
sing himself, he falls not merely into a Latinism, 
but into one adopted from a Letter of Constantine, 
which he transplants into Greek, by a literal 
translation. In the celebrated Constitution, is- 
sued from Milan, of which I have given the true 
designation, this passage occurs: j"Atque hoc 
insuper in personam Christianorum statuendum 
esse dusimus ;" of which Eusebius gives the 

following translation, xj t^o H w;!; riTi ^eimort iJ? to w^C- 

u-rr^> rz> x^;Qr""^ Sor^.*T.?o|uri,^ How this Latiuism 
happens to be used by Eusebius, in speaking of 
the disputed Letter, is perfectly obvious, if we 
suppose it ^vritten in Latin ; and tlius it is unques- 
tionably used by him, in speaking of the Empe- 
ror's correspondence with the Bishops in that 
language. But admitting that letter was written 
in Greek, it is wholly inexplicable, that Eusebius 
in speaking of it, should fall into the idiom of the 
Latin. 

This conclusion is, however, rendered decisive, 

• Ffltaeb. Vit. Const, IV. xsxiv. C44, 30. 
t Id. Hist. Eccl. X. ii. 463, 26. 
I Lact. uti Eupr. cap. xlviii. p. 219. 
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by the internal evidence of the disputed Letter. 
Had there been, in fact, no other proof of the 
language employed in drawing up the original, it 
might atonce be deduced from the Latinisms in 
which it abounds. Of these, one or two strikiBg 
instances have been pointed out by the native 
Greek, to whom the question was put, hovr fta it 
was probable a Latin original might have produ* 
ced the Greek text preserved by Eusebius. I 
shall specify one or two more, which are not 
diligently selected from the context and body of 
the epistle, but offered by the present dispute, as 
occurring in the very extracts which are the ob- 
ject of controversy. 

(1.) One of the most striking characteristics of 
style consists in the choice of terms ; but in tbt 
phrase, C^j^-^'* *"• ^"'" vf^'"'- and still more in the 
context '•'"■ ■ri >fap<'>1« O-i^^i-a xa^aC^'vas-diir,. the term 
<riif^£},a. clearly betrays its descent from the Latin. 
The term corpus is common in such a sense ; but 
no instance occurs, in any reputed Greek -writer, 
of ffw^aTKf, with such a signification. Gesner,* in 
his exemplification of the Latin term, quotes the 
following passage from Cicero ; " sed utros ejus 
habueris libros (duo enim sunt corpora) an utros- 
" que nescio :" he gives also the following pas- 
sage, on the authority of Ulpian, in the Digest : 
"Coi-pus Homeri, i. omnia Homeri opera.'' If La- 
tin be supposed the original of the disputed epis- 
tle, no term could have been chosen more suita- 
ble to the object of its author, in requiring the 
entire ' body of the Scriptures.' It is thus ob- 
vious how c-«fu^i«, as the verbal rendering of cor- 
pus, might have found its way into the Greek; 
and as it inadequately expressed the original, 
how the paraphrastic yj«p„lo si^iT.a was devised. 



' Gesner, Thesaur, sub voc, " corpus." num. 




um. 6. ^^^^H 
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to supply the defective meaning. But on the 
supposition tliat the original of the efjistle was 
Greek, it is wholly inexplicable, how its author 
should have chosen an inadequate term, or even 
a paraphrastic phrase, which so plainly indicate 
the translator, to express his meaning. 

('2.) Next to the choice of terras, jjecuHarities 
of construction are among the most striking of the 
characteristics of style; but in the phrase, w^ivo, 
xBTifa-B tJ Mwo-a. TM sy D-L-.fV.., the article gives evi- 
dence of the descent of tS ^n^SJa' from signijkandum 
esse of the Latin. Had the autlior of the Greek 
phrase attended merely to the structure of the 
language in which he wrote, he would have omit- 
ted the particle ; and it is curious to observe, his 
learned advocate suppresses it, in citing the pas- 
sage, probably with the secret intention of blink- 
ing the present objection. But as the translator 
was required to attend to the structure of the 
language which he rendered; in lighting on a La- 
tin idiom, which was unknown to the Greek, he 
rendered it in the only manner in which it could 
be expressed in the latter language; by modifying 
the infinitive with an article. If Latin be suppo- 
sed the original of the disputed epistle, the intro- 
duction of the article is thus easily explained ; as 
it was an object with the translator to assimilate 
his version as closely as possible to the original. 
But on the supposition, that the original of the 
epistle was Greek, it is wholly inexplicable, how 
the particle has crept into the context, in violation 
of the genius of the language. 

(3.) The work of a mere translator betrays 
itself not more plainly in the choice and structure 
of the words, than the paraphrastic redundancy 
of the expression. In the phrase i'*» «t -rix'^" ^i 

n'2 
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nrat, every reader must be struck with the unart- 
ful and awkwaid manner in which the sense is 
eked out by i(yi" tSt^. These terms are according- 
ly omitted in the translation, which merely ex- 
presses, "TuK erit diligentite ut scripti codices 
" quantocyus apparentur.'' But in Latin, when 
fieed\s signified, the noun is not only inserted, but 
opus is used ; a terra which is synonymous with 
ifyii. With the assistance of this clue, on render- 
ing the Greek phrase into Latin, we may arrive at 
a tolerably j ust idea of the original : which proba- 
bly ran thus, " ut Corpora Scripturarum quanto- 
" cyus componantur, diligentia tua ojoha' erit." If 
Latin be supposed the original of the disputed 
epistle, we may thus easily account for the mtrs- 
ductionof '{yo<, into the translation, as the literal 
rendering of opus. To the Greek translator, wbo 
required some term signifying need, the Latin 
merely expressed " will be icork for thy dili- 
" gence ;" this phrase he accordingly expressed by 
a literal version, adding the pronoun to connect it 
with the preceding part of the sentence. Where- 
as, if he had been aware of the force of opzis, he 
would have atonce expressed it by xs"'*, ^nd have 
properly rendered the sentence, >>« it ri^T* ra ri» 

in which, if the term a-u,A.ir>^ is overlooked, there is 
nothing superfluous or awkward, but a strict ad- 
herence to the idiom, of the language. On the 
supposition that the original of the epistle was 
Greek, it is wholly inexplicable, how so uncouth 
a paraphrase as it contains could have origint- 
teil. 

Nor let it be objected, that these are mistakes, 
which a Roman would be likely to make in ex- 
pressing himself in the Greek language ; and that 
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they may be consequently ascribed to Constantine, 
in addressing Kuseb'ms in a Greek epistle. They 
who endeavor to express themselves in an acqui- 
red tongue naturally accommodate it to their ver- 
nacular idiom ; though foreign terms are employ- 
ed, they are unavoidably used by them, in the 
sense and structure of tlieir native language. 
Whoever has examined but cursorily the language 
of the Septuagint, or the Nev/ Testament, must 
admit the justice of this observation ; we there 
find Greek terms, but in an oriental sense and 
construction. Had the forementioned errors a- 
gainst the idiom of the Greek, been the work, of a 
Roman, the predominancy of the Latin idiom 
would atonce reveal the country of the writer. 
The terms Q^fi.a and ^yii would have been naturally 
taken in the sense of corpus and opus, and the 
construction accordingly moulded after the wri- 
ter's vernacular idiom. We might have then 
found the bald phrases, ™fta V«t 6iw» T^a<pit — t« t^v 

SytT^w^nc-i^itat i'(bi, as the rendering of corpus diviiia- 
rum Acripturanim — corpora scripturarum — dUigentia 
tua opus erit — ntcessarium videbatur signjficaudum 
esse: but could have hardly met the unusual 

phrases, (^al^<.=^^lo. ri* Si.'i-* r^n^ i»— tA yja^^.Ta o-uf«;T.a — rSi 

In fact, the author of these expressions, as a 
native Greek, atonce perceived that his vernacular 
au^ta. was not equivalent to corpus, he accordingly 
took the diminutive o^wfiaTio^, which, as a less fami- 
liar term, more easily accommodated itself to a 
new signification, and made up its defective sense 
by the epithet yjaf/i-Ta. As liis knowledge of the 
Greek gave him no insight into the force or go- 
vernment of opus, of which he seems to have 
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known nothing more than that it was syuonymous 
with e^yov; he was obliged to give the sentence 
such a turn as preserved the term in the sense 
which was common to the language with which 
he was best acquainted. To his superior ac- 
quaintance with the same language we must at- 
tribute his knowledge of the use of the article in 
inflecting the infinitive ; into which he could have 
received no insight, from the Latin, and for which 
he could have retained no partiality, had he been 
a Roman. 

But the point may be even more decisively 
made out, as it is possible to shew, not merely 
that the forecited phrases are the work of a Greek 
translator rendering a Roman composer, but that 
the Greek is the translation of Eusebius, render- 
ing the Latin of Constantine. That the language 
of the disputed Epistle is that which Eusebius, or 
his Latin translator would have used, in rendering 
an Epistle of Constantine, may be clearly shewn, 
from the manner in which similar phrases are 
rendered, in '' the celebrated " Constitution of 
Milan, which, however published by the joint 
authority of Constantine and Licinius, was ob- 
viously drawn up by the instigation of the for- 
mer of these emperors. 

(1.) The term corpus not only appears to have 
been a favorite term with Constantine ; but, in the 
peculiar sense of a collection, in which it is used 
by him, it is rendered by Eusebius cru(A.£iiov. In 
the forecited Constitution, the following passages 
occur ; *" In quibus omnibus, supradicto corpori 
" Christianorum intercessionem tuam efficacissi- 
** mam exhibere debebis ;" again, f" Quoniam 
** Christiani. . . .habuisse noscuntur ad jus corporis 

* Lactant. uti supr. p. 246. f Id. ibid. 
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" eoriim id est Ecclesiarum, non hominum singu- 
" lorura pertinentia." The former of these pas- 
sages is thus rendered by Eusebius, ana nitlx t? 

fo^xi; TttjaJi JoD-flai Ji^iTii.j The latter is thus rendered ; 

tbSt" .Vi Ti, Xfir'^S' : in which s-z^x, as taken in a new 
sense, is explained by the interpretive phrase 
toEt' ?r> T<;;» X(.i-<«>i». (2) The Imperial mandate was 
not only expressed by the particle, and significan- 
da esse accordingly used for that purpose ; but the 
Latin phrase is rendered by the infinitive, and Jn^w- 
rai employed by Eusebius in rendering that ex- 
pression. In the forecited Constitution the fol- 
lowing passages occur : " Hsec ord'manda esse 
" credidimus : — rectissima ratione ineundum esse 
" credidimus :- — qu« solicituduni tuae sigiiijicanda 
" esse credidimus." These passages are respec- 
tively rendered by Eusebius • »«?!« a.a.li?a. iicy^ail^^- 

iJoynallffa^tiK. In thcsc passagcs, tlie article is not 
introduced, as not suited to the context ; but that 
Eusebius was not unacquainted with its force in 
rendering the Latin participle, his translation of 
the following passages in the same Constitution, 
sufficiently demonstrates. He gives of=ai|Eo-i. Js^"- 
xiim tS pu^iiTiir t». x^iria.'Z' 9gin™iiit»,|| as thc translation 
of " eorum qui observanda religionis Christianorum 
gerunt voluntatem :" and, Huo'a t3 TMftiAir, tJ. UvtH' 
SfBo-x.lat,^ as the translation of " colenda religionis 
" suae facultas." And that the article was not in- 
troduced into the disputed phrase, «-p('«™" -aTupa-n t5 



• Euseb. uti supr. p. 482. 27. 

I Lactant. ibid. p. 245. 

\ Euseb. ibid. p. 481, 14, 22. J 

II Euseb. ibid. p. 481, 85. 



t Id. ibid. p. 481, 29. 



IT Id. ibid. p. 4S2. 1. 
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^fihS(r»i rn <fn (Tvtitru, in compliance ^vith the Greek 
idiom, the following passage from a contemporary^ 
Writer very clearly evinces : ^vatyxMOP iiyvta^aifjLWf ^v^Aunn 

— **• * O ' • "^ •» 
Tif iVTtpt\OC VfAUlV* 

I should but trifle with the reader, w^ere I to 
extend these observations further, and to adduce 
additional proof, from the language of the disputed 
epistle, that it must have been originally drawn 
up in Latin. Nor does it convey any objection to 
this conclusion, though pronounced '' of no small 
'* import," by my exposer, '* that Eusebius him- 
*' self does not speak of the existence of any origi- 
'* nal in Latin." In quoting the Epistles inscribed 
to Miltiades, Caecilianus and Chrestus, and the 
Constitutions addressed to Anulinus, he is equally 
silent, on the subject of their -respective originftk 
When indeed the number of the documents is fot 
a moment considered, which he has preserved in 
his history, no explanation will be required, to 
justify the course which he has pursued, with res-* 
pect to the entire collection. Acting like any 
man who was endowed with common sense, and 
placed in similar circumstances, he avoids a tedi- 
ous and unnecessary repetition ; and while he \% 
particular in noticing the originals of the larger 
and more important documents, with respect to 
the shorter and less important, he contents him- 
self with a brief and general declaration. In this 
simple statement we have a satisfactory solution of 
any difficulty which may be supposed to exist, in 
his manner of citing those different documents, and 
a perfect " exposure " of the mystery of all the 
quackery about " public Edicts and prix-ate Let- 
*• ters, ' which its sage contriver has employed, to 
impose upon the uninstructed reader. 

* Atfatofts. Ep. ad. Mooach. Tom. I. p. 343. c. 
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Before I dismiss this subject, an observation 
may not be wholly misapplied, on the head of 
" example and reasoning ;" by which my sagacious 
exposer has been conducted to the contradictory 
of that conclusion, -which it has been my endeavor 
to establish. 

(1.) He must be informed, that several " exam- 
" pies " of original Lntin F-pistles, addressed by 
ConstantJTie to the Bishops, are preserved by Op- 
tatus Mrlevttanns.* The existence of these luck- 
less documents, he is now called on to reconcile 
"witli the first half of his learned conclusion, 
" that the Emperor, according to established usage, 
" in his private ■communications with individuals 
"by letter, used the Greek language." When 
this ta^k is performed, he will be at leisure to 
reconcile it with the plain testimony of " a Bishop 
" and'Historian,"f who, rn citing a Letter addres- 
sed by Constantius to Athanasius, when that 
Prince was not merely Emperor of the East, but 
after thre seat of Empire had been, for nearly 
twenty years, transferred from Rome to Constan- 
tinople, expressly assures ns, that it was written 
in Latin.J *' The Emperor of the East," observes 
Socrates, in refei'ence to Athanasius, " not only 
" once, but oftencr, invited him to come to him, 
"as his letters show, which, tritnslakd from the 
^' Latin, are after this foshion." 

(2.) On taking the other half of the objector's 
" conclusion," it legitimately conducts us to a like 
consequence ; as asserting, that " when he (the 
" Emperor) interposed with the Imperial authori- 

* 0|)tat, Mikvit. de Stihiam. Donat. 
t Athanns. Hist. Ariaa. T»m. I. j>, 357, Socra*. Hist. 
Eccles. II, sxiii. 109, 3.'i. • 
J Socral. ibid. 
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" ty, he used the Latin, the la?2guagc apprapriaied 
** to the laws, and to the transaction of state affairs." 
Tliis postulate being granted, the consequence 
is irresistible, that Latin must have been the lan- 
guage in which the disputed Epistle was written. 
Had the Roman jurisprudence been silent on the 
subject,* common sense would decide, from the 
nature of an absolute monarchy, that the Imperial 
Letters had the force and nature of laws. Nor is 
it possible to read a few pages of Ecclesiastical 
History,'!' in which those documents are mention- 
ed at any length, without having the conviction 
obtruded on us, that such was their proper desig- 
nation. Of the Lnperial Letters inserted by Eu- 
sebius in his '' life of Constantine," the principal 
])art consists in those addressed to the Bishops, 
on the heresy of Arius ; and to Eusebius, on the 
rebuilding of the Churches, and the instauration 
of the Scriptures. But, of the former, one at 
least, is expressly denominated a law by So- 
crates \X and of the latter, that on the subject of 
the Churches, is as expressly called a law, by 
Eusebius ;§ and that, likewise, on the subject of 
the Scriptures, which is the identical Epistle in 
dispute, is spoken of by him in no other lan- 
guage. || It consequently admits of no further 
dispute, if *' Latin was the language appropriated 
"to the latcsy' that Latin was the language in 
which the contested Epistle was written. So 
much for what " reasonmg," founded on the na- 

• Via. Gothofrcd. id Cod. Theodos. Lib. I. tit i. Tom. I. 
p. 3. 

f Vid. Kusoh. Hist. Eccl. IX, x. 457, 16. 

I Socrat Hist. Eccl. I. ix. 31, 21. 

§ Kiiseb. Vit. Const II. xlv. 558, 23. xlvi. 559, 3a. 

II Id. ibid. Ill.i. 576, 15, 21. 
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ture of the documents in dispute, is competent io 
effect, in deciding the present controverBy. 

(3.) For the thorough exposure of the charlata- 
ncrie with which we have been amused, about 
*' Edicts and Letters," it remains to he objected 
to the very principle on which it is founded, that 
as far as those documents are respectively distri- 
buted into "public and private," the distributor 
betrays the most consummate ignorance of the 
nature of an Imperial Letter. On the subject of 
one or two Epistles, wliich have been recently 
noticed, as referring to the rebuilding of the 
Churches, and the heresy of Arius, a passage in 
Eusebius and Socrates,* may be commended to 
the learned author, who ventures to class them as 
private documents. To save time and paper, of 
which I am likely to be taught the value, before 
the present controversy is at an end, 1 shall con- 
tent myself with giving an extract from Valesius, 
who has unfortunately written notes on Socrates, 
as well as on Eusebius. In one of these he re- 
veals some particulars relative to those docu- 
ments, which, for our instruction, are now clas- 
sed and characterized, as "private communications 
"to individuals, by Letter." After correcting au 
error in the text of Socrates, in reference to " a 
" Letter of Constantine to Alexander and Arius," 
he observes " Solebant enim Imperatores Romani 
" Epistolas suas quas ad civitates scribebant, pwi- 
" lice le^endas proponere. Itaque ad calcem epis- 
" tolEe addebant, proponatur : ut in Eusebianis 
" Annotation ibus observavi. Sic igitur Coiistanli- 
" nits cum multas epistolas conscripsisset advtrsits 
" Arium, et ejus sectatores, eas publice inforopro- 
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pani voluU. Talis est ' epistola ad Arium et Ari- 
' anos/ quam refert Grelasius Cyziceaus m libro 
*'iiu de Gestis Synodi Nicaenae . . . . Scripta est 
autem a Constantino post Synodum NicaBnam, 
et continet pcenam ad versus eos qui pra^a Arii 

opinione recedere noluerint Hsbc igitur Epi$- 

'' tola fuU mstar Edict i, ac proinde, publice legi ac 
**proponi dtbuit.* 

These points being adjusted, the question may 
be now restated on the original ground. Afid as^ 
without claiming any indulgence, I may be now 
allowed to assume, thdA the disputed Letter was 
drawn up in Latin, the controversy may be 
brought to the speedy and decisive issue, to which 
it was formerly reduced. For, as I formerly rea- 
soned, ** since no L^^in word which expresses mt- 
** iure or constitution could have suggested the term 
*'xir>iy to the Greek translator of CoBStantines 
'' Latin Epistle ; and since that word would be 
*' naturally suggested to him, by any term by 
^^ which doctrine is expressed," the latter must 
have been the sense in which the word employed 
by the original writer was used. And as it is ab- 
surd to assert that the Latin phrase pmdentia tua^ 
or the parallel expression, soliciUido tua, by wlm^h 
It has been illustrated, is an honorary tiiie ; and as 
it is idle to dispute, that it expresses the quaiity of 
the person addressed : the latter must have been 
the sense in which the phrase was used in the 
original Latin epistle. 

In answer to my demand, for proof, i^sAprvdok- 
tia tua or soUdtudo tua is a title, I am indeed now 
seriously told, j* that it is such, in being a perstm^ 
cation ; and in reply to my challenge for a Latin 

* Socrat ibid. n. ^ 

t •' Absurd Hypotb. <ic exposed," p. 7. 
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wordy which is a nuddie tem Kc^TKjfx w^»- ani 
fuUure or amstkmtkm^ the tenoi r/icu 3^ pvntay pisi 
forth,^ to meet the emefnacT 01 che «m;$ft:>i. 
But of tills driTeUinsr^ it Berar cui itfne r^»L ex- 
pected, that I should eD9£!e ia a nenoK ex»- 
iiufe. And with wfaaiei^ ^ecf« sDeo^ t^ i^i- 
er may be silentlv resanled br its propcusifir; a be 
con^den either tbe title or the midnkiesm mbidt 
is offered an insult to his imderaafwttng^ a c«rc>- 
nectimi with the context of tfe disfKasttii eptmpe:. 
be will have little hesiuitiQn inamvinr ax bni «^rT> 
conclusion* He will* I trust* then r»idihr <90ck^. 
tiiat iUkitmh Aht, when oiered as aa ^vimpif c* 
a title, forms a Ten^ amusimr spedmen. tbciKii at 
the exp^ise of its author, o^ wW mar be tcxn^M 
a joke: and that rsfib crdbw,. which is pies^Qied 
to us as Latin for *' die nature and ocmstitiition 01 
^' the Church,^ is an inimitable ^pednKsi of the 
figure called nonsense. 

IL Thou^ to the satisfoction of eveiT leasona* 
ble mind> the controTersy might be now regarded 
as quietly laid at rest ; it is not the Fabricator s 
inchnation, that it should be suffeied to indulge in 
a long repose. The work of r^tatum is. i doubi 
not, acccnajdished, eren to the Exposer s perfect 
content ; but for tiie gratification cu the exposed* 
the business of chastisement has scarcely com- 
menced. When I proposed the test of tno)sl4iiHm^ 
as afibrding a touch-stone, by which tibe question 
might be easily decided, I entered my pn>tost 
against the supposition, that it was necessary to 
trv it by such a criterion. I then indeed suggvst- 
ea the most brief and decisive means for brii^ing 
it to its crisis ; but it shall not be my fHU 1 to 
shrink from the trial, in whatever shape it may bo 

« Ibid. p. 12. 
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provoked, and on whatever ground it may be 
contested. 

1. The question remains to be tried, on its own 
merits, and under the supposition, that tlie dis- 
puted letter,as preserved by Eusebius, in Greek, 
is an original composition. To bring it atonce 
to an issue, an appeal is, in the first instance, 
accordingly made to authoriUj. " I repeat," ob- 
serves the Exposer, " my Ibrmer objection, that 
" nliio-it does not here denote consideration, and I 
" assert that it is a titular and honorary appella- 
" tion ; and I confirm this assertion by new au- 
" thority, which others may verily for the fabri- 
" cator of the hypothesis : ' St"?*,- titulus hoiwrarim 
" ' apud Basilium et alios.' "* 

To save myself from the fatal eftects of this 
unexpected and decisive rejoinder, I shall beg 
leave to take shelter under the authority of tino 
quotations; the first of which, following a high 
example, I leave others to verify for the expo- 
ser of the hypothesis : — " Sir John, Sir John, 1 
*' am well acquainted with your manner of 
" wrenching the true cause the false way. It is 
" not a confident brow^, nor the throng of words, 
" that come with more than impudence from you, 
"that can thrust me from a level ' consideration.'" 
In giving up the other quotation. I shall spare the 
reader the trouble of a search for it, by putting a 
reference in my margin, by which it may be easi- 
ly verified, -f" stnjif, Prudeiitia, titulus compellato- 
" riits in Epistolis, apud S. Basilium et alios." 

The reader, who compares this "authority" 
with that to which it is opposed, will, I trust, be 
so little inclined to dispute, that tlie first is per- 

■ *' Absurd Hypothes. &c. exposed," p. 4. 

t Da Cange Gloasai. M«d. Giivcit. Tom. II. p. 1483. 
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fectly "uew;" that lie will readily acknowledge, 
it has been expressly fabricated, out of the latter, 
for the present occasion. Whether it remains for 
time to verify this conjecture or not ; I shall only 
observe, that had I been the vile and paltry knave 
to forge or falsify an authority, to serve my private 
ends, I could not have produced one better calcu- 
lated to support my purpose. For, in the first 
place, tliis authority interprets the term £r,;.is-if as a 
quality,, by rendering it •prudeMla, of which my ho- 
nest opponent was so thoroughly sensible, that, in 
his zeal for brevity, he has suppressed it altoge- 
ther, in his quotation. In the next place, it re- 
presents this quality as being used as a form of 
compellation, with which also my honest oppo- 
nent was so little satisfied, that, in his attachment 
to accuracy, he corrects cojnpellatorhis into hanora- 
riiis, " leaving it to others to verify the quotation, 
" for the fabricator of the hypothesis." And let 
it be observed, in transitu, that this dictinction 
between an honorary title and a form of compella- 
tion is fully recognized by the umpire to whom 
the decision of the controversy has been referred; 
as he interprets a supposed title, *" Dicatio, — ti- 
" tulus honorarius ;" while he defines the quality, 
" Prudentia, — titulus compellatorius." Nor does 
this distinction appear to have been lost upon my 
honest and accurate opponent ; as may be collect- 
ed from the convenient substitution which he 
makes, when it answered his purpose to shuffle 
one into the place of the other. 

On the pedantic pains employed in ascertaining 
the meaning of the disputed term num';, in Homer 
and Pindar, in determining which, it may be ob- 

* Du Caiige Glossar. Med, Latin. Torn, T. p. 1474. 
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served by the way, that Scapula appears to have 
been the instructor of Dr. Dainui, and ftigaor 
Calbo, it is unnecessary to waste a remark ; iis ia 
soch empiricism the present controversy is as Tiule 
ccmcerned, as in ascertaining the period of £lie 
moon at which the Msonian or Theban bard was 
visited by tlie inspiration of the muses. If'<!Iieero 
be right in explaining prudent'ta, as *" indiga- 
" tio atque inventio veri ;" or if Johnson be right, 
in explaining prudence, as " wisdom applied to 
" practise ;"t it admits of little dispute, that lua- 
ther term as adequately expresses the Greek aitioif, 
as the English word, "consideration." Under 
this impression, a preference was given, as it Tsa* 
due, to the latter term, in rendering .the disputed 
passage, in Constantine's epistle. 

I shall make use of the present occasion X» 
clear up a doubt which has been expressed, by 
the native Greek, wlio was called in as an umjure 
in the present dispute, and who is claimed, as an 
ally by my opponent, in that spirit of plain-deal- 
ing in which he rivals the modest hero of Gad's 
Hill and Salisbury- Plain, his great exemplar, iji 
delivering iiis opinion upon the disputed term, he 
observes, J"E8embra che datl' abuse che gc^ 
"pcincipe (Costantino) fece della parola,;^ neUe 
" sue lettere ai Vescovi, le si dasse in seguito ^u^ 
" le tinte, che (permessa la differenza delle jier- 
" sone) hanno le iparole di LftSi^i ^uxo-Sfuwiaf, ■Bs^tti-jKm 
" taKtxayaBiie^ pt?m7aS'ia^, 8ic. jiarlando a un MonaTca 
" le quali non sono usate come tanti titoli, nepk- 
" namente signyicano humanitas, niansuctudo, bemgm- 
"ias'C bonitas" T'he Bource of thisqpinion, 1 soon 

" Cicer. ae Offic. Lib. I. cap. sv. p. 465. g. 

\ Johnson's Diction, sub. voc. 

I Rem, on a paas. iu Eaeeb, p, 8. § trittmc. 




discovered in " the Turco-Grsecia " of Crucius ; 
notwithstanding the address with which my litera- 
ry friend labored to draw aside my attention, to 
the origin of the term, by talking of Xenophon's 
" Memorables," and Aristotle's "Metaphysics." 
Into that work I was notwithstanding most per- 
versely induced to look, prompted by a suspicion, 
a priori, that it would clear up the difficulty, which 
my Greek associate was assiduous to introduce 
into a plain subject. I accordingly found, as I 
had guessed, that while he was edifying us with a 
dissertation upon the h ci c-i„Qf, i inSifa piActpV*^'* 
of the ancient Greeks, the comment was properly 

accommodated to the tS a^ ^oyiOTnl.. tJ J^,ir.'fa ■B-atayio'inn, 

of the modern Graecists ; for of the latter it is 
strictly true, that " they are not used as so many 
"titles, nor signify fully either eloquence or sanc- 
" till/." But this I deny to be the case with the 
ancient terms, though I readily admit, tliat, as 
compellatory forms, they bear some shade of re- 
semblance to honorary titles, as both are forms of 
compellation. But iu this respect, I contend they 
are essentially distinguished ; the oue fully signi- 
fying the quality of the person who is addressed, 
the other merely expressing the respect of the 
person who addresses. If the disputed term is 
regarded in the former view, it affords some confir- 
mation to my hypothesis ; if in the latter, it is per- 
fectly harmless in respect to it, and decides no- 
thing either for or against it. Should any turbaned 
Aristarchus, should Turk Gregory himself main- 
tain a different doctrine on this subject, I fearless- 
ly assert, that he is egregiously in error ; and that, 
while we are in search of an idiotism of the an- 
cient Greek, he seeks to put us off with a barba- 
rism of his native Romaic. 
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2. From the foregoing appeal to authority, iks 
i-contest is next to be decided, by a reference t9 
lerample. For this purpose " the celebrated Edict, 
I *' the Edict of Milan," is again put in requisitioa; 
Tin reviewing the comments upon which, we are 
Ifeted to witness a degree of literary talent, which 
f surpasses even that displayed on a former occa- 
FMon, in reducing this Constitution ta its propei 
) tank among Edicts or Letters. 

In opening this destructive battery, our skilful 
tactitian observes, " But to shew the prevalemx d 
" the practice of applying abstract terms sig^- 
"cant of virtues, or qualilks moral or intellectual, to 
" the purpose of courtlj/ complifuctU aud address I 
"also shall refer to this Edict of Milan ; * Qoaie 
" ' scire Dicationem tuam convcnit placuisse no- 
" * bis " &c. and it is repeated in another sentence 
"elsewhere, ' intelligit Dicatio tua.' In another 
•" book this word is explained as a titular denomi- 
" nation : ' Dicatio titulus honorarius.' If I shall 
" he told that Dicationem, is not the true reading, 
" and that it ought to be Dignationcm, this is un- 
" necessary as a conjecture, and not true perhaps 
■"as a various reading."* On which learned dis- 
quisition I have now to observe, that it is a texture 
of gross and palpable error, from its commence- 
ment to its close. For, (1.) Dicatio is significant 
of no virtue, or quality moral or intellectual : (2.) 
It is not applied to the purposes of courtly com- 
pliment or address : (3.) It is not interpreted a ti- 
tular denomination, nor is it an honorary title: 
(4.) It is impossible that it can be a various reading, 
but is, beyond all question, the genuine reading 
of the Constitution issued from Milan. 

' " Absurd Hypoth, &c. exposed," p. 7. 




► 



A PASSAGE l^ KUSEBlirS. 71 

(1.) As far as the authority of Du Cange goes. 
it affords no countenance to the preceding charltr 
tancrie. He interprets " Dicatio,— lans, gloria." 
of which terms it will hardly be asserted, that ei- 
ther is " significant of a virtue, or quality moral 
" or intellectual." I believe, however, that pro- 
foundly learned person was mistaken in his inter- 
pretation of this term. He justices it by no au- 
thority ; while the annexed examples will abun- 
dantly prove, that dicatio is an abstract term, 
formed from dicattts, after the analogy of dtvotio 
from devotus ; and that the phrase " Dicatio tua " is 
equivalently rendered by ' your allegiance, duty, 
or devotion.' 

The inscriptions of the same age as the Constitu- 
tion issued from Milan afford the best insight into 
the nature of the contested term. And of those 
dedicated to the Emperor, at whose instigation 
that Constitution was promulgated, many which 
are still extant have tlie epithets devotus and dica- 
tus,'* devotissimus and dicatisslmus, used as synony- 
mous terms. The following examples will suffice, 
On the subject of the last mentioned epithets. 

ORTISS. ET. INDVLCF.NTIS t PIISSIMO. FORTISSIMO 



PRINCIPI. DOMINO. NOSTRO 

CONSTANTINO. VICTORI 
PEHPETVO. SEMPER. AVGVSTO 

DECIMIVS. GEMINIANVS 

VIR. CLARISS. CONSVLARIS 

PROVINCIAE. BAETICAE 

N. M. Q. E. 

DICATISSIMVS 



FELICISSIMO. 

CONSTANTINO. MAXl 

MO. VICTORI. SEMPER 

AVGVSTO. 

BADIVS. MACRINVS 

V. P. P. P. H. TARRAt: 

NVMINI. MAIESTA 

TIQVE, ElVS. SEMPER 

DEVOTISSIMVS 



■ Vid. Murator. Nov. Thesaur. Inscript. p. cclix. ni 
+ Gra;v. Thesaur. Griit. Insccip. p. ccUxxiii. num. 
I IbiiJ. num. 0, 
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In some inscriptions, both of these terms tte 
inserted ; and in some, they are indifferently ex- 
pressed by the letter d, and included in i>. N. M. 
Q. E. the common abridgment of " devotBS (dka- 
" tus) numini majestatiquc ejus (eornm)." Of At 
inscriptions which follow, and which are dedicated 
to Constantine, I transcribe only that part ^rlKft 
bears upon the subject. 

t OBDO, POFVLVSQVS . 

NOLAN VS 
D. N. M. Q. ETIVS 

(2.) The preceding inscriptions form the best 
introduction to the following passages, which are 
extracted not merely from a document of the same 
age, but from an Epistle addressed to Constantine 
by Anulinus, in reply to one of those, which fiw- 
merly attracted so much of our attention. 1b 
opening his correspondence, the African Ptocod- 
sul thus expresses himself; J"Scripta ccelestia 
" Afajestatis vestree accepta atque adorata Ceecilk- 
"no et his qui sub eodem agunt, quique clerioi 
" appellantur, devotio pm-v'itat'ts mecE insinuare cura- 
"vit." A little after, he thus stumbles upon the 
very term in dispute ^ i§" Verum post paucos dies 
" extiterunt quidam, adunata secum popnli multi- 
" tudine, quiCaecilian-o contradicendum putarent, 
"quique fasciculum in aluta signatum et libelllun 
" sine signo obtulerunt dkat'toni mecE." And to 
complete the muster-roll of his titles, he closes his 
Epistle with the following sentence : ||" Quce mar 

* Mumtor. ib. p. cclis. num. 2. 
t Gnev. ibid. p. mlxxsvi, nam. 4. 

I Relal. AnuKn. sp. S. Aagustiu. £p. Ixxxriii. Oper. Tom. 
U. p. 213. 
^ Id. ibid. II Id. ibid, 
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" iiente Caeciliano in statu suo, subjectis eorundem 
" actis, quo cuQCta Majestas vestra possit dignos- 
" cere parvitas viea dirigere curavit." When the 
terras devotio and dicatio, not merely connected in 
this manner with viea, but explained by parvitas 
mea, are regarded in connexion with devotas and 
dicatus of the inscriptions ; it will not be necessary 
to waste another word, in explaining the meaning 
of the disputed term. The good Proconsul, who 
was a zealous heathen, and took an active part in 
the persecution of Maximian and Diocletian, ad- 
dresses his prince in the language of gross and 
senseless idolatry, in which the Romans Iiad been 
accustomed, subsequently to the deification of 
Julius Ceesar, to express, particularly in inscrip- 
tions, their " devotion to the divinity and majesty " 
of their Emperors. In continuation of the fore- 
going passage, he thus expresses himself ; " obtu- 
" lerunt dicationi meis, atque impendio postulamnt, 
" ut ad sacrum et venerabilem comitatum Numi- 
"nis vestri dirigerem :" thus retaining the " Nu- 
" men " as well as the " Majestas " of the inscrip- 
tions. In the true spirit of Heathenism, he con- 
sequently applies to himself, in reference to his 
Prince, the very term, which his Prince, in the 
true spirit of Christianity, assumes to himself, in 
reference to his God, in a Letter addressed to the 
Bishop of Rome, on the receipt of this Epistie 
from Anulinus.* Constantine's words are, " the 
"Divine Providence having, in its spontaneous 
" bounty, delivered these Provinces to my devo- 
"tion,"-\ in which words, (as the Epistle of Anu- 
linus relative to the affairs of Csecilianus, is men- 

• Const, ep. ad Miltiad. ap. Euscb. Hist. Eccl. X. i 
484,6. 

t ri Ifii BaSoiTuJtrs.. I Id. ibid. p. 484. 12. 
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tioned in the sentence which immediately pre* 
cedes,) this pious Prince tacitly disclaims the ido- 
latrous incense otFered to him by the African Pro- 
consul. When these extracts are taken as a com- 
ment upon the terms " Dicatio tua," with which 
we shall soon see they are given an immediate con- 
nexion by Eusebius ; nothing can more fully ex- 
pose the ludicrous absurdity of our author's luck- 
less guess, that they are " applied to the purpose 
" of courtly complhnait and address," 

(3.) The highest authority to whicli we can ap- 
peal, if not the only authority on which we can 
rely, for an accurate interpretation of the disputed 
terms, is obviously that of Eusebius. The Con- 
stitution in which they occur v^'as unquestionably 
the most interesting document which had appear- 
ed in his times ; and one, which he has not merely 
transcribed but translated, and inserted in his 
Ecclesiastical History. The passages which have 
been adduced, in illustration of the disputed 
terras, are connected in that Constitution with 
their context, as follows ; *" Quare scire Dicatio- 
" nan luam convenit, placuisse nobis, ut amotis 
"omnibus omnino conditionibus, qua; prius scrip- 
" tis ad offic'mm luum datis super Christianorum 
"nomine, videbantur " &e. and with the interven- 
tion of a sentence ; " Quod cum iisdem a nobis in- 
" dultum esse pervideas, intelligit Dicatio tua." 
Of which passages, the former is thus rendered 

by Eusebius ; »^"» ""S ifimn i^rr af»«yf«>|'ai UKa>,gS„ ;,^ 
fta^, Toi( *{D! Ttii" irtii KaHoa-i'aicrtr lr(tfaf.tiai wifJ T^r ^f' ri«»5> ini- 

x^T", -^i. and the latter thus, Jwij iwi.ii aipoXiXt^.'™, g^. 
' Lactam, uti aupi. p. 245, 1. 6. 




above extracts from the original, the following 
may be added ; " de quibus, etiam datis ad officium 
" tuum Uteris ccrta antehac forma fuerat compre- 
" hensa ;" of which Eusebius gives this translation ; 

On this translation it remains to be observed, that 
Eusebius renders dicatio and officium by the same 
word, Ka&osrii/o-it, which Valesius properly translates 
devotlo; and consequently, that he falls precisely 
into the view which I have given of the disputed 
term, from the inscriptions dedicated to Constan- 
tino, and the Epistle addressed to that Emperor 
by Anulinus. As it thus appears, that this term 
is applied by the Prince to the subject, to remind 
him of his duty and allegiance ; and appropriated 
fay the subject to himself, to express his submis- 
siveness and devotion; it is not merely absurd, 
but "the perfection of absurdity," to consider it 
an honorary title. 

(4.) By what stretch of ingenuity, dicatio could 
be possibly proved the various reading of a tract, 
of which a second copy was never discovered in 
ms,, it may be well conceived, I have some curio- 
sity to be informed. But had there been a hun- 
dred recovered from the wreck of literature, and 
had ninety-nine of the hundred read dignatio and 
dictatio, into which I find the scribes of Augustine 
and Optatus disposed, in their infallibility, to 
transmute the disputed term ; I conceive there 
would not be ground to hesitate a moment in de- 
terming the genuine reading. Its being a term 
less plain and intelligible to these profound cri- 
tics, would create no slight presumption in its 
favor ; were it not fixed beyond the possibility of 
dispute, by the translation of Eusebius, whose 
version of the Constitution in which it occurs was 
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most probably made from a transcript of the or^- 
nal instrument. 

How far " the exposer of the Absurd Hypotb&> 
" sis" has reason to congratulate himself, on tie 
result of his reference to " the Edict of Miiaa," 
may be now left to his own feelings to determiite, 
In fact, an appeal to this Constitution, to which ! 
originally referred the decision of the controversy, 
must, to the satisfaction of every unprejudiced 
mind, lay it eiFectually at rest. In this document, 
we have an example of an Imperial Letter, not 
merely directed to the ecclesiastical, but to the 
civif functionaries, who filled the highest office in 
the empire;' an example by which the character 
of the disputed Epistle, addressed to the spiritual 
ruler of an eastern diocese, may be, of course, de- 
termined a fortiori. While all titles, whether of 
the prince or magistrate, are wholly disregarded 
in it; it is particular in specifying the ifualitiei 
which they were required to exercise in the dis- 
charge of their respective functions. It represents 
the Emperors as appropriating to themselves the 
epithets " benevolent! a nostra, dementia nostra," 
where the qualities of benevolence and clemency 
were exercised: as applying to the magistrate, 
the terms "dicatio tua, officium tmim," where de- 
votion and duty were required, and " intercessio 
" tua, soHcitudo tua," where intercession and di- 
ligence were to be exercised. But, what comes 
more immediately home to onr purpose, Eusebiue 
proves, by his manner of rendering this Letter of 
Constantine, that those honorary titles which ap- 
pear so ohiious to his defender, struck him in thfc 
vulgar light of ordinary qualities : as he not only 

* Eoseb. inst. Bed. IX. i. 4Si), 24. 
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translates " benevolenlia nostra, dementia nos- 
'* tra," by V'^'f* XT'""'' "f^"'?* '"*'™'?''"^'*' ^^^' " '^^' 
" cium tuum, dicatio tua," by i i^i naSos-Umf, and, 
"intercessio tua, solicitudo tua," by i <™ c-wuSii, i et, 
imniMta. Consequently, "wheii his eye lit on the 
disputed phrase, ^o^Ss-oh -n •n ru>ia-ix, or its parallel, 
T^< ci( iwiftfjiEiffl! t^ye, tSto yinnirtt, in thc Letter addres- 
sed to him by Constantine; he could have been 
-at no lose to detemiine, whetlier his Soveveigo 
amused himself with conferring on him a set of 
honorary titles, until then unknown to his oi-der; 
or whether, in an oblique compliment to his " con- 
"sideration" and his "diligence," he merely in- 
sinuated those qualities whicli he inquired him to 
exercise, in acquitting himself in tlie ta.sk which 
he required him to perform. 

Whether "the triumphant sneer"* was out of 
place, "with which the Fabricator of thc Hypo- 
" thesis formerly concluded, ' That by the last 
" ' example [i ^i lx.ftfM.a] the nature and constitu- 
" ' tion <tf the very pretty puerility (that n o-i. o-i^no-..- 
" ' is a title) with which thc examiner seems to 
"*have been so amusingly captivated, was sutfi- 
" 'ciently exposed, '" is again sent back to him, 
to consider it at his leisure. As he has chosen to 
figure in tfee character of an Esposer of my " absitrd 
" hypothesis," which is given a bearing on the 
disputed t«rms; he will probably, at the same 
time resolve, for his own satisfaction, a question 
of personal identity, arising out of the following 
very pertinent comment, subjoined by him to tiie 
preceding remark ; which, I liave no iiesitation in 
pronouncing, every reader will easily solve for 
himself. " Here " (aiming a smiffiet, that nnfortu- 

' " Absurd Hypotbes, Ac, txposoil," p. 12. 
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nately smites his own cheek) he smartly retorts, 
" is a slight mistalte. The Ej.poser is exposed, 
" and by the worst person that could attempt it, 
" by hhnxdf"* 

3. It appears, however, that there is yet are- 
f serve, by which, as the bed of Procrustes of old, 
I the growing ditliculties that embarrass our an- 
1 thor's hypothesis, may, to any given length, be 
I effectually laid at rest. After witnessing the de- 
cision of the controversy, by authority and exant 
pie ; we are next admitted into a knowledge of the 
secret, wherein the difference between a vulgar 
tjuatity and an honorary title consists. It seems 
then, that when " there" is a personification of ^ 
" quality specified,"-|- the plebeian term is atoDce 
invested with nobility ; and becomes an honorar; 
title, with as much ease and expedition as tite 
novice of la Mancha was metamorphosed into i 
knight, by " the cuff on the neck, and the thwat^ 
" on the shoulders." 

This criterion for determining an honorary title 
being proposed, the dispute again finds a speedy 
termination. For, (1.) Tliere is no personification 
of the quality, in the contested passage ; and (2,) 
there is frequently a personification of the quality, 
I'Where it is ludicrous in the extreme to suppose 
■there is an honorary title. 

( 1 .) Let any school-boy be applied to, for infor- 
l Nation on the subject, and he will inform the in- 
lyquirer, that to personify C"''""!, in the disputed 
l-phrase, it should be taken in an active sense, and 
l^nade to govern, in the third person, the subjoined 
jTerb, KiMf^iiai, which is left wholly independent <rf 
it, and made dependant, in the second person, OB 



' Absurd HypoUi. ibid. 



t Ibid. p. 7. 




the individual to whom the quality is applied. 
According to the Exposer's own version, the con- 
text runs, " It seems proper to signify to Your 
"Intelligence that you would order;"* whereas a 
personification of the quality would require it to 
run, " that Your Intelligence would order.'"* This 
distinction may be illustrated and confirmed by 
the genuine Epistles of Constantiae, whether we 
suppose him to have written in Latin or Greek. 
In a Letter preserved in the former language, the 
phrase ; " Sed cum dictationis (1. dicationls) tuEe 
"Scripta legissem, quse. , , .Gray/^ffstuamittenda 
" curaverat ■"■\ in one preserved in the latter lan- 
guage, we read ; o\% fy^afifiaffif] hrvxiO* « i/iiT£;a STsp- 

In both these passages, there is a proper personi- 
fication of the quality — Gravity ; which, notwith- 
standing, is no more an honorary title, in conse- 
quence of the personification, than your "devo- 
" tion," or your " solicitude," with which it is in 
both passages respectively attended, as my next 
observation will put out of dispute. 

(2.) Had the quality been embodied and anima- 
ted with the power of Poetry herself, something 
essentially different from personification would be 
requisite to elevate it into an honorary title. The 
dullest imagination will at once acknowledge a 
double personification, in the following passage 
extracted from the reply of Anulinus to a Letter 
of Constantine, which has already been submitted 
to the reader : ^" cuncta, llajestas vestra possit 
dignoscere. Pa/vitas men dirigere curavit." But 
the fancy would surely betray something of the 

* Remaiks on a Pass, in Euseb. supr. p. 4. 
f Constant. Ep. ad. Ablav. ap. Optat. p. 08. e. 
I Id. Ep. ad. Miltiad. ap. Eiiseb, X. v. 484, 28. 
k Relat, Anuiin, uti ^imr. p. 30. 
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exalted tendencies of the renowned Manchegan's 
brain (which had its predilections for the ** tilxk 
" peregrino a su parecer, alto, sonoro y signifio- 
" tivo,") that could discover in it a second title of 
honor. If, therefore, in this passage we have an 
example of a mere quality and an liOQorary title. 
in both of which the personification is equally 
marked ; I humbly apprehend, that it is so far 
from constituting an essential ditFerence, by which 
the title may be known, that it really places no 
diff'cnce between them. 

But to expose the absurdity of the principle, iui 
manner more level to the capacity of my oppth 
nent; let us take it in a more tangible shape, and 
view it applied to a few familiar examples. A 
fertile source of the ludicrous lies in the absurd 
mixture of grandeur and meanness, which arises, 
when persons in a certain rank are dignified with 
high and unappropriate titles. As the figure of 
personification is natural to language in every age 
and state of society ; we have only to open a book 
of any people or country, to find them invested, 
by this prolific principle, with an endless genea- 
logy of honorary titles. 

Titles are not often ascribed to tliose sober re- 
publicans, the Dutch and Swiss ; but what won- 
ders may be worked even in their favor, by tie 
magic principle of personification, an example or 
two will serve to demonstrate. A Greek Patri- 
arch, in correspondence with a Dutch Burgomas- 
ter, does meet honor, in the following words, to 
the Hollander's titles ; " Ad quid ego tibi narram 
" ista ? Ut videlicet intelligat Pruikntia tuoy in 
" hisce parlikis esse difficile ahquid novum admit- 
" tere."* Whatever this correspondence may 

" Cyril. Lucar. ad M. Wytenhogaert. ap. Aymon. JUonum. 
Authcii. Je la Ral. dos Grecs, p. 131. a la Haye, 1708. 
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pretend to the contrary ; surely " reasoning and 
"example" must lead us to conclude, that we 
have here, in the disguise of jacket and trunk hose, 
atleast a Bishop i?i part/bus. Again, a smoking 
soaking Swiss is accosted; in the tbllowing high 
sounding /Hwopoptf/fl', by a learned Greek chancel- 
lor, fii By.o(iTw H. o-o i *.?>;«.* which his correspondent 
translates, "sciat igitur Amicitia tua." Surely if 
these grave gentlemen dare speak out, they would 
tell us what the personification makes but too 
plain ; that we have here some titled Hospodar or 
three-tailed Bashaw, whose prerogatives entitled 
him to stow into his Harem atleast rive hundred 
objects of affection, for the private gratification of 
"His Friendship." 

Who could have conceived, that " His Holiness," 
the Emperor Constantius, who was an Arian and 
persecutor, was a sort of prototype to the Pope, 
in the assumption of spiritual titles ? But to be 
convinced of what a loon the Sovereign Pon- 
tiff is, in respect of those honorable appellatives, 
when compared with "His Godliness" the Em- 
peror, we have only to pursue the Apology ad- 
dressed to him by St. Athanasius-t Plain read- 
ers might be, indeed, inclined to suppose, that the 
good father, in the choice of his compellatory 
terms, « o-i i^cri'iSiia,: ; ffi flioo-f'^tic.,^ which he perpetu- 
ally sounds in the ears of his patron, merely in- 
tended an appeal to those qualUies in the Mo- 
narch's breast, for which he gives him some cre- 

- Vid. Th. Zigomal. ad. M. Cmc. Turco Gncc. p. 429. d. 

t Vid. S. Athan. Apol. ad. Constant. Tom. I. p. 296. 

I S. Atban. ibid. p. 296. d. 29S ,c. 302. b. 303. c. 305. d. 
307. a. b. d. e. 308. d. e. 309. d. 310. b. 311. a. d. f. 313. c. 
d. 310. e. 317. d. S18. a. b. 

\ Id. ibid. p. ^6. a, 297. e. 298. a. 310. b. 312. f. 316. e. 
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dit, in the opening of his work,* and of wliicH 
acknowledges he had experienced the effects, in 
some strking marks of personal favor. But let 
those who may feel disposed to such pretty pueri- 
lities turn to our autliors profound remarks, on 
"the personification of qualities," and dismiss 
such school-boy conceits, and vulgar errors. 

But how are we to exculpate those hypocritical 
knaves, the Monks, of whose mortifications aod 
humility ecclesiastical history draws so fiatteriog 
a picture? For, their pomps and vanities are at 
length dragged into light, as it appears, that, ut 
nakedness and wretchedness, they were, in their 
honorary titles,-^ the rivals of Emperors and Bish- 
ops. The easy simplicity of our forefathers has 
been indeed inclined to acquit them of such carnal 
vanities, and has been so credulous as to believe, 
that in moral and religious (juat'Uks, they might 
have competed with their imperial and episcopal 
superiors; but unfortunately, they wrote and be- 
lieved before the world was enlightened, by our 
learned author's remarks upon honorary titles: 
"hinc ilia; lacrymte." 

But, to give over trifling upon this subject, 
which, as inexpressibly ridiculous, sets all gravity 
at defiance: it is inconceivable how any person, 
not influenced by preconceived opinions, can read 
the Epistles of Constantine, and avoid coming to 
a just decision on the points in controversion. 
Though it is not unusual with the Imperial author 
to indulge in a personification of qualities, and use 
them as forms of compel lati on, tlie line is so de- 
cidedly marked between them and honorary titles, 
that it is not easy to conceive, how they i ' 



t !(!. ib. ^ ip. 295. a. 

t Id, Epist. ad. Mooach. torn, I. p. 243. c 
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be for a moment confounded. In some instances, 
the nature of the quality is such as to unfit it for 
becoming a title ; as in the phrases, " intentio nos- 
tra, jussio nostra,* dicatio tua, solicitudo tua, in- 
" tercessio tua,"-!' which are not unfrequently em- 
ployed in a personification. In some, the station 
of the persons addressed is such as to unfit them 
for being objects of titles; as when J" gravitasves- 
tra, sapientia vestra, sanctiraonia vestra," are ap- 
plied to the commonalty of the Church of Africa. 
In some, the disqualification consists not only in 
_ the nature of the quality, but in the assumption 
of it by the person to whom it applies ; as when 
*' ^devotio mea, parvitas niea, devotio parvitatis 
*' mese," are employed to express the devotion 
and humility of the speaker. Of these ex- 
pres.sions, the Greek, ^t^ni^a xi^sva-t^, i Qh laSto-it-iK;, S o-n 

ci ayx'm*. &c., arc but a literal transIatioQ. Now, 
while the terms, thus employed, are incapable of 
being considered titles, it is not to be disputed 
that they are significant of qualities. Nor is it to 
be denied, that they do not cease to be such, in 
consequence of being personified or used in the 
compellatory form of titles. If a doubt arise on 
this head, the following passage will place it 
beyond controversion, iBrin^cram mpiTt tS? ?«! fiXa.9;oj- 
wiB!, 1^' iSf i'»t.'.w» n-oji^Uj ; where it is ridiculous to sup- 
pose, that the terms thus opposed can be applied 
as titles-ll The subjoined passage puts it equally 

• Const. Ep. ad, Univ. Episc. ap. Optat, p. lOO. c. Td. ad 
Cels. ib. p. 100. d. 

+ Litt. Const, et. Licin. ap. Lactant. ubi siipr. p. 245, 24ff. 

I Const, ad. Episc. et. Pleb. Eccl. Afric. ap. Optat. p. 101. 
b. c. e. 

§ Epist, Anulin, vide supr. p. 72. 
■ II S. Athan. Apol. ad. Constant, | 35. p. 319. a. conf. p. 
303, d, p. 305. c. 
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out of dispute, that tlie contested 4erm was, in the 
common praseology of the times, applied as a qual- 

ity ; «T« ^i KuvrocrrUu , . . , »cj An»»n» tb tS fur etvrop aimatk 

xj tv(TtB*i(!t rfV»,^^ft;».^ It is therefore the shallowest 
sophistry to contend, that because this quality is 
personified, or used in a compellatory form, it is 
therefore used as an honorary title. And as, in 
the same age, the existence of honorary titles is 
without example or proof, and the form of compel- 
lation by characteristic qualities thus generally 
prevalent; it is palpably to oppose every sound 
principle of logic, to dispute, that the contested 
term is not used as a quality, but employed as a 
title. 

4. ^Without much waste of time or research, the 
historical argument, in favor of honorary titles, 
brought forward with so much confidence and pa- 
rade, under Selden's name and authoritj% may be 
now laid at rest, as expeditiously as its predecess- 
ors. Whether any advantage accrues to my Ex- 
poser, from this argument, will then rest with the 
reader to decide ; unless indeed he claims the be- 
nefit to be derived, froiri the opportunity it affords 
him, of proving to us, by a further exhibition of his 
accomplishments, how well he has learned Ur^^ 

As it is admitted, that " the practice " (of apply- 
ing complimentary titles to Ecclesiastics) '"was 
"first introduced, as intimate before, by Con- 
"stantine himself," it would be no more than 
reasonable to conclude, that, in order to give Sel- 
den's opinion any bearing on the subject, he 
should, in tracing titles to their source, have been 
particular in^ specifying the ecclesiastical, have 
made his first reference to Constantine's Epistles, 

* Euseb. Hist. Eccl. IX. ix. 460. 16. 
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and deduced his examples from those conferred on 
the Bishops. Instead of this, a page extracted 
from " the Titles of Honor " is spread before the 
reader, which, after much irrelevant matter on the 
titles of " the Emperors, Prsefecti Preetorio, and 
" Proconsuls," atlength informs us, that " in the 
"same way came also, Bcat'itudo tua, Sanctitas tua 
" egrtgia, Dignatio tua, Fresstantia tua, Screnitas 
"tua, and such more, in Letters tomen of quality, ei- 
" ther in the Church or commonwealth, as we see in 
" divers Epistles dLiaoa^ i\io^e oi St. Augustine, St. 
" Jfierome, in Cassiodore's Formulary, Symmachus, 
"and others, both of the ancient and later times to 
" this day.'"* As Jerome, Augustine, and Symma- 
chus, flourished at the time of the incursion of the 
Goths, and Cassiodorus a century later, their au- 
thority is doubtless very decisive, as to the time 
ofConstantine, when "the Empire was reduced 
"under one ruler."t And though to ascertain 
the precise degree of its relevancy to the point in 
dispute, would most probably furnish a very pro- 
fitable occupation for time and inquiry; so incor- 
rigibly obstinate are some polemics, that "the 
"Fabricator" still "turns contemptuously away 
"from it, and still talks of the waste of re- 
" search.":}: 

Nay, so incurable is this obstinacy with which 
polemics are chargeable, that " the Fabricator," 
still holding to his first position, perversely main- 
tains, that while the historical argument is wholly 
beside the question ; his opponent's disgraceful 
error is effectually refuted by the grammatical ar- 
gument, by which it was formerly opposed. He 

• Absurd Hypothesis exposed, p. 10. f Ibid, p, 9. 

t Remarks on a Passage in F.usebius, p. 7. 
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Still persists in asserting, as at the first, that '* the 
" phrase Jijxs^-a* t^ crv^tVi* i-^^f, in which the Exposer 
" discovers the titles of atleast five Bishops, (and 
" which, he must be now taught, is properly ren- 
" dered, ' signify to the intelligence ofyou,'^ would 
" be just as inadmissable (as a title) in English as 
'* it is in Greek ; and could only be taken in the 
'* sense which he ascribes to it, (' signify to Your 
" ' Intelligences') by violating the commonest prin- 
'* ciples of grammar ; by confounding the singular* 
'* with the plural (intelligences,) and the personal 
" pronoun (t-zAw*, of you) with the possessive (vf*iT»>, 
'' your)." 

In reply to this objection of five years' standing, 
we are now, on mature deliberation, instructed: 
that *y(ke title, your intelligences would accord 
"with the analogy of the English language, as 
''well as your Excellencies, and is admissable 
" precisely on the same ground as this latter 
"word; namely, on the ground of being convert- 
" ed into a titular appellation."'}' Which is doubt- 
less very much to the purpose : but what remains 
to be done with " the intelligence of you," which 
is the only point in dispute ? Has this phrase any 
analogy to the English ; or would its equivalent, 
"the excellency of you," if offered, on the ground 
-proposed by this exposer of absurdities, as a titu- 
ar appellation, merit any answer but " a sneer ?" 
This objection, however, though not to be con- 
troverted, may be, it seems, easily blinked. To 
evade this difficulty, respectingthe confusion of the 
persoiial with the possessive pronoun; with no 
mconsiderable address, we are " again referred, on 
" the me of the'promun^ where we were referred be- 

• crvuVu. f Absurd Hypothesis exposed, p. 11. 
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fore to Seidell's learning and authority."* From 
him we are accordingly informed, that " the Per- 
"sian and Greek Emperors. . . .often use the sin- 
" gular as well as the plural. But in the latter 
" ages it is otherwise, and nothing is more com- 
" mon than our princely favor, our royal care, [for 
"my princely favor, my royal care], and in the .'^e- 
"cond person, vobis, tester, [for tlbi, tiius], and the 
" like, in expressions of, and to supreme princes, 
"and from these, as other matters of honor, some 
" inferiors take it by communication." All of 
which, as obviously applicable, in the royal or 
court style, to the use of the plural, " our, your, 
" to you," for the singular, " my, thine, to thee, 
is again, doubtless, very much to the purpose. 
But it again, unfortunately, remains to be asked, 
what is still to be done, with the use of Ute per- 
sonal pronoun, " of you, him," for the possessive, 
" your, his," in such phrases as "the excellency 
"of you, or him," oflferedtous, as equivalent to the 
titles, "your Excellency, hU Excellency ? ' And 
imtil this question is answered, how can the au- 
thor of an appeal " to Selden's learning and au- 
" thority," on the latter point, while so plainly de- 
ciding on the former, be acquitted of an intention 
to prevent the reader from beholding the trutli, by 
flinging dust in his eyes : unless he pleads, in his 
defence, his deplorable incompetency from nature 
to perceive it? . 

In fact, did not the controversy a;lmit of a deci- 
sive termination from any other consideration ; 
the present argument, by which its first mooter 
Mas obviously encouraged, through a confidence 
that it was unanswerable, to enter the lists, Would 
b6 adequate to lay it eternally at rest. The 
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phrases, Snhwffai rn ot*.Vi. if*a., ii;r^e-iT«. t^ui. q o-u'in;^^* ori- 
ginally adduced to confute me, are applied toik 
Bishops of Antioch. It is, however, clear, thai 
they shared one common tjiialit^ of " intelligence," 
or " consideration ;" and that if they had any titla, 
they must have had as many as there were indi- 
viduals. Consequently, as d'Ho-it is applied to 
them in the singular, it must have expressed the 
one quality, not the mani/ titles, And if this had 
not been decisive, " assurance was made doubiv 
sure," inasmuch as that term, instead of beiDg 
qualified by the possessive pronoun i^'j*. is made 
dependant on the the personal l,^tt, by which it is 
reduced to the mere qua/if 1/ of the persons, whicii 
the pronoun expresses : as every person may be 
(^tnade^nsible, by the literal translation of naiim: 
ifiZ,, 'Uhe intelligence, or consideration of you!' 
It was from these examples, let the Exposer now 
be informed, that the Fabricator acquired codS- 
dence atleast equal to that with which he had 
been confronted ; in fact, it was from observin" 
how the terms « C"'""! ^i^^* were taken as synony- 
mous with "your intelligences," that he became 
so " abusive, insulting and arrog;ant," as to inform 
his examiner in intelligible English, that "the 
"manner in which he confounded the singular 
" with the plural, and the personal with the pos- 
" sessive pronoun, exhibited a knowledge of 
" Greek, which would disgrace a school-boy, who 
" had exercised his talent for two years in the ac- 
"quirement of that language.''-^ 

III. "The phrase ™ rS? itx^.^n-rUq >^f," we are infOT- 
med, "will not occasion much trouble." lam 
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inclined, notwithstanding to suspect, that the in- 
ward complacency, with which this part of th^ 
controversy is decided, will be as unexpectedly 
disconcerted by the following testimony extracted 
from Suicer, on the force of the term kiyn, as it 
■was by that, formerly adduced from Dii Cange, on 
the meaning of the term o-iin-o-i;. I place the testi- 
mony of these learned expositors in the first rank, 
as they form no imsuitable companions. We 
have now taken our leave of the language of 
" courtly compliment and address," and enter on 
the heavy subject of ecclesiastical doctrine. On 
the phraseology of divinity, the authority of Sui- 
cer ranks not less high than that of Da Cange on 
the language of arts and ma.nners. In laying the 
subjoined abridgment of his definition of >.iyot be- 
fore the reader, I shall only add, that had it been 
fabricated for my purpose, it could not have more 
explicitly confirmed my opinion. " Aiyo^ 1. Pro- 
"prie, a. Sermo externus; b. sernto internus. 2. 
■Improprie. a. Artificiosa oratio ; b. doctrina. c. 
" ratio, facultas animae : d. Secunda SS. Trinlta- 
*'tis persona." Under "oratio artificiosa," he in- 
cludes, " a. oratio ethica, dogmatica ; b. sermo ex- 
'■" hortationis ; c. sermo cognitionis, se?'mo sapientise ; 
'" d. oratio, sermo; e. pradicatio evangelii ; a >,iyet 

'5ito5( ; Ao'7»f S-aufB : y iionnt^r'^ hiym." ThlS laSt SenSB 

of AoV;, he thus explains and exemplifies : — " verba 
"divinitus inspirata. Ita Constantums M. apud 

■ " Theodoretum Hist. Eccl. Lib. I. cap. vi. p. 542 ; 
"doclrinam Evangel. Scriptiiris comprehensam, et 
"ab Apostolis prsedicatam tiominat, quando epis- 
** copos in Concilia Nicaeno congregatos, sic allo- 

'" quitur ; iu»7y(X«ii iS.'^^o., <^ i»DriiXK»i,"* &c. 

* Suicer. TliesauT. Theol. sub, voc. hiytu Tom, II. p. 231. 
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I. It now remains to be seen, with how "little 
trouble " to the undertaker, the signification 
"nature and constitution " may be appropriated 
to the term tlius explained and exemplitied. AnA 
as nothing costs a polemic less trouble than to 
beg a question ; by the help of this expedient, we 
have accordingly assurance from ttie exposer, that 
he has *" supported it by examples of simQai 
"phraseology in Eusebius:" an assurance, which 
would doubtless be very satisfactory, if the cir- 
cumstance of similarity might be taken as grant- 
ed, and did not remain to be proved. In the fd* 
lowing four exam])les, which he accordingly offeis, 
for the purpose of making good this assertion, vt 
have hiK word (which by this time will no doubt 
go a great way with the reader), that the term a<i« 
has such a signification ; i tS X{i.r>«>i6«< *^<'r>f, ° ■nt l<f?fc 

>oye;, TB JiKBiu J^oyif ftUd J Tnt i'i'f'TiQariiiit iwirifiKt ^e>«f. 

(1.) Now, admitting that the signification of 
p.iy^i, in these passages, is infallibly determined; 
we are naturally led to inquire, by what law rf 
necessity it follows, that the signification of xiw, 
4n the disputed passage, * tS? ;»KXrff(»i f^iy,,, is simi- 
lar/ For, until this link is supplied in the magic 
chain of j-easoning, by which our acquiescence is 
bound : however " little trouble" may be taken in 
deciding the question, some small share of it re- 
mains to be exercised, before we yield it implicit 
assent. 

(2.) As I am, however, disposed to be liberid 
I will make even this concession, and admit what 
the author gratuitously assumes, that the signifi- 
cation of the disputed term, in the preceding pas- 
sages, is similar. But lest I should sufied* bv ' 




* Absurd Hypolh. exposed," 
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I consequences of my generosity, I must in this 

\ case beg leave to question the infallibitity with 

j which the precise signification of the term has 

been decided. And I beUeve I can justify this 

i sceptical bias of my opinion by the authority of 

I one, whose word will go a little farther than that 

of my opponent, which is at present our only se- 

I curity for the accuracy of the meaning, which the 

! term under controversion has assumed, with so 

" little trouble" to the proposer. 

For the credit of the five years' labor consumed 
by ray exposer in getting up his present reply, it is 
to be observed, that Eusebius has bequeathed to 
us a short chapter,* on the different meanings of 
the term xiy^; and that he has assigned it signifi- 
cations, which will naturally agree with the four 
preceding examples, but none "similar" to that 
which is now ascribed to it by his advocate and 
defender. He assigns it three proper and primary 
senses, (1) reason, (2) articulate loord, or speech, (3) 
written words, or composition ; under which he in- 
cludes two remote and secondary significations* 
(4) principle, and (5) science, or system. While 
none of these significations is convertible with 
" nature or constitution," all but the first are con* 
vertible with " doctrine." This term, as every 
one must be sensible, may, in the second and 
third sense, be legitimately substituted for the 
" revealed word," or the " written word ;" and no 
sense is more common in Theology. In the fourth 
sense, " doctrine " is interpreted, in our standard 
dictionary " the principles of a sect or master ;"■!" 
and in the fifth, it is used by the best writers ; as 
in Theology by Bishop Warburton, in treating 
" on the Doctrine of Grace," and in Science by 

■ Euseb. de Eccles. Theol. Lib. II. cap. xiii. p. 123. ed. 
Par. 1628. 

t JohoDsou's Dictionary, sub, voc. " Doctriae." 
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De Moivre, in treating " on the doctrine of Cfaatt' 
ces." 

I maintain, therefore, that I have the couDte* 
nance of Eusebius, in claiming the four exam[da 
cited by my opponent, in support o( my hypotheos; 
aDd that I am justified in rendering them respe^ 
lively, by the term " doctrine," instead of " nature 
" or constitution ;" " the doctrine of Christianity; 
" the doctrine of the (Paschal) festival ; the doc- 
" trine of right ; the doctrine of ecclesiastical sci- 
" ence." But if there is any person who may be 
disposed, intranslating any of these four examples, 
to give "principle or system," the preference, a» 
more immediately countenanced by Eusebius ; he 
has my free leave to substitute eitlier in place of 
"doctrine," They will be thus neutral, in tk 
present dispute, and if they afford little counte- 
nance to my hypothesis, I am warranted, by the 
authority of Eusebius, in asserting, that tliey affwJ 
none whatever to that of my exposer ; an autfaoritf 
which he must either reconcile with his defioitum 
of the disputed term, or abandon it, as a hopelett 
case, to the mercy of his opponent. 

{3.) Besides the preceding definition of thedis- 
puted term, two other passages occur in £use- 
bius's works, which are so apposite to the occa' 
sion, that I cannot omit this opportunity of brine- 
ing them forward ; in these, the term ^iy^ must be 
translated doctrine, if they are to be rendered into 
intelligible English. In one of these passages, 
Eusebius, speaking of the Trinity, as a ^nysttry not 
communicated la the uninitiated in Christianity, uses 
these words,* " in which mystery the doctfme of 

• Euseb. de Eccl. TheoL 11. xxii. 140. c. i.Z ^vcrnjp'^ j«^ * 
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le Holy Trinity of Father, Son, and Holy 
" Ghost is contained.' In tlie other, speaking of 
Constantine, within a few hours of his death, as mi- 
tiated in the mysteries of Christianity, by the bap- 
tismal rite, he uses these words ; "he having be- 
" lieved that he cleansed away these defilements 
" of the soul, by the power of unutterable doc- 
" trines, the saving doctrine of ablution.* On the 
appositeness of these quotations to the present 
controversy, it is to be observed, that those passa- 
ges of Scripture, (1 John v. 7 ., &c.) which it is the 
proper object of my " absurd hypothesis " to 
prove genuine text, particularly relate to the 
mysteries ; which if the bishop before us had laid 
open to the Emperor, by putting into his hands, 
previously to his introduction into the Christian 
covenant by baptism, those passages in which 
tliey are revealed, he would have incurred the 
odium, and obtained the appellation, of a traitor. 

(4.) I am even disposed to wave the preceding 
advantages ; and for the sake of the consequences, 
1 will for a moment admit, that in the disputed 
passage, and the four extracts by which it has 
been illustrated, the contested term has not only 
"a similar meaning," but the identical significa- 

• Id. Vit. Conslant. IV. Isi. 601, 4. T«Dt iWf'fi-\.^^u, 

Valesius proposes reading mlijfiw t Kovl^v, omitting hiyu, as oc- 
curring before. But I have uo hesitation in beliuving, aa the 
repetition is Justified by the particle yi, that we should rather 
read ?.iyov a^evitit iinaftii, C"'^'"? 7' ^'ff ''""Tfa ; " by the 
"poweroftbe doctrine ofunutterabl«(things), the saving doc- 
" irine of abludon : " f^yw being changed into >.iyut by the at- 
traction of ixef/^Tif, witb which it was supposed to agree. 
Parallel instances occur, in -rul,;pta >.iy«, Priep. Evan. I. iii. 
G. b. V. 14, b. and supposing Xeya to be equivocal, in tSi O^^V" 
t,Sa.C*«.?:^»^. lb. V,i.l78.c. 
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tion, "nature and constitution." .The context 
alone will tlien, or I am p:r():?sly deceived, do jus- 
tice to the author, and vindicate the true sense, in 
which the term was originahy employed. For 
let it be taken in connexion with the text, and 
>vhat palpable nonsense arises from the meaning 
then superinduced on the sentence, in which it is 
asserted, that " the preparation and use of the 
" Scriptures is necessary to the nature and con- 
*' stitution of the Church ! '* 

The Church never has existed, and never could 
exist, without that which was '* necessary to its 
nature and constitution ;" it is, however, undenia- 
ble, that it existed for nearly a century, without 
''the use of the Scriptures;" that period having 
nearly elapsed before the canon was completed. 
Yet by the preceding interi)retation it is not mere- 
ly asserted, that ** the use," but " the preparation 
*' of the Scriptures is necessary to the nature and 
'■ constitution of the Church." Indeed so sensi- 
ble was our author, that his interpretation might 
be pushed to this absurd consequence ; that, in 
violation of all grammatical propriety, he wrests 
Ty xoyu; from its dependance on ** arayxaiar i7»«ft,"* and 
offers, as the rendering of the disputed passage, 
''which you know to be necessary, in consideration 
'' of, having regard to, the nature and constitution 
"of the Church."! C)n the other hand, there is 
7}othing comprehended under the term " Church," 
to which '* the Scriptures " are equally necesmr^^ 
as to its '"doctrine ;" for they are its rule and ca- 
non, and nothing can be doctrine,:}: which does not 
originate in them, and depend on them, for its au- 

* Kemaiks on a Passage in Eusob. p, 14. 

t Case of Eusebius considered, P. I. p. 0. supr. p. 4, 

I This is in some degree admitted by Eusebius himself ia 
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thority and proof. And it is this fitness or rela- 
tion of the terms conjoined in tlu; context, (of 
** the Scriptures," [y^x(p;:p from yfei(p'^] or vrlttm 
^'word, to *' doctrine," [^h^, from ^•7i.;J or ^jw/wn 
word, which are the second and third senses ascri- 
bed by Eusebius to the disputed term) that, from 
the indisputable meaninijf ol" the one, directly de- 
termines that of the other ; and as no sueh relation 
exists between ^oyo^, and any other word, ])roves 
it to be the most natural and ai)|)osite meaning 
that can be affixed to this term, in the sentence 
under consideration. 

2. The assertion which I formerly made, that, 
to the Greek translator of Constantino's lilpistle, 
** the word ^i^o? would be naturally su^^i^ested, by 
** nm/ Latin term, by whieh doctrine is expresstnl,'** 
needs no further illustration or proof but what it 
receives from the ])reeedin<( extrad from Suieer. 
But it was also a part of that assertion, that ** no 
*' Latin word whieh eN|)resses nature or cnnsi'itution 
'* could have sugijcsled the term >>/o;." In an- 
swer to this objection, I am now informed, that, 
*'if it is a Lalinism, ( and it will soon he insisted 
*^ upon by the Fabricator, that the original Letter 
'• orConstantineto Kusebius was written in Latin) 
''ratio is the original word, and woi dad rina, for 
** h^ayyi, or hiciffxaUct would then have been the 
*' equivalent in the translation, and not >.;/?.;." | 

the following pasango, mIioio ^oyo? obviously lixprrsscs tlio 
moaning of <&c/rine ; Com. in llcsai. cap. xi. J), p. 10-2. o. to 

iKx^wU avril uao^ifx^ur, for ho diicvlly i \plaiiis hiinsclf, by ^>.¥ 

xad*eiAt)( t5« oUktf^mi »^j't'/^»»r.» iKxXticrt^r 0«.v, hJ Trjr iv ai-iYi ki, trlo- 
fjikvviv tvo'tpfi yvHioriv; wh<;r(} A«yof, as ex plained !>> K.,t i.o/.i>j 
■v<ri0q? yvua-i^f * the Bacrtil knowlrdjc jncaihal,* in obviuu.'.ly 
UHcd in tho Bcnse of doctrine. 

* UeinarkH on a passnge in Ku}i<;l). p. 4. 

t Absurd IJypoth. uxposod, p. i:). 

N 2 
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(1.) It happens rather unfortunately, for 

E receding part ofthis conjecture, that Eusebius 
as left several examples of xhe translation of 
the term ratio ; but has shown an unlucky partiali- 
ty, to express it, by ^y<ir^k, instead of >.iyK. h 
" the celebrated Edict of Milan," he renders, 
*' supradicta scilicet rat'tone servata,"* by iv «rf«"(* 
ii(.« hayte^u JnAaJi ^ii\ay^iit%'[.'\ Again, the passage, 
" itaque hoc concilio salubri ac rectissima ratknt 
" ineundum esse credidimus," he renders Tsi.p.T«' 

Tut tV ffihvfftt Ti> ifiili'fat, Lj-irKw K^ ipSoritu MynFfAu iJoj.;*aiW 

^...1 The subjoined passage from the Edict ot 
Galerius, may be offered as anotlier example; 

is-iIiBij Tin Xoyicnu r air air i aCTa; vrMoii^'nt •i.itTHrxi'i;^ 

which has been rendered from the original, "si- 
" quidem quadam rationc tanta eosdem Christia- 
*'nos voluntas invasisset."*[ Nor let it be ob- 
jected, that >.oyi<r^l<:, in these passages, is adopted 
for xoVt, because ral'io is not taken in the sense of 
nature or constitution. Before this objection is 
deemed worthy of attention, let it be first shewn, 
how ratio was used in connexion with ecclesia, in 
" the disputed epistle ; and where >.iyoi is used in 
I the sense of nature and constitution. Certain it is, 
[that if the translation of the disputed passage, 
I which was first offered by the Exposer, be sup- 
L. posed to express the sense of the original letter; 
bit may be more easily converted into Greek, by 
|,the use of xoflcfiJ; than Kyui. ^s in the preceding 
isages, }.ay,ir^lf is taken absolutely, and might 
F not be unappropriateiy rendered by consideration 
or regard ; I have little hesitation in pronouncing, 
that the Exposer's sense, " of which in particular. 



* Lactant. uti supr. 

1 Lact. ibid. 

|[ Ibid. p. 404. 11. 



t Euseb. uti supr. p. 483, 3. 
5 Euseb. ib, p. 481, 21. 

If Lact, ibid. 
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•* you know the preparation and use to be neceasa- 
■' ry, regard being had to (the nature and conatitu- 
" tion of) the church," might be not inade- 
quately expressed by ^t f*«^ir» ". n vafamA' t^ I'l* 

ytr^ffjiiK, whereas, it is not at all expressed, by the 
original which he professes to translate, w. pji^^« t^* 

y"^&"c. That Eusebius has taken greater liber- 
ties with his original, when he has employed the 
same word, the following translation will, I be- 
lieve, fully demonstrate: in the Constitution 
which is before us, he renders, " hactenus fiet ut 
" sicut superius comprehensum est,"* by, t«t? yi^ 

But, without any regard to Eusebius's method 
of translating, the sophistry varnished over, in the 
preceding position, that "ra(/o is the correspond- 
*' ing Latin term to >iw' may be easily exposed. 
That ratio may be rendered by ^iy^ is readily 
granted ; but it is simply because they respective- 
ly mean reason, and its powers of discourse and 
computation; or, may be employed to signify an 
account, pie/i, reason, or crciise. But what have 
these significations to do with nature and constitu- 
tion ? which is no meaning of },iy,f : nor indeed of 
ratio, if constitution is comprehended in the sense 
assigned this term ; of which, by the way, nature 
Lis but a forced signification. It is not, therefore, 
|to be maintained, that j-atfo could have in this 
fsense suggested ^iy":, unless by begging the very 
Ipointin dispute, that xiyo^ means ' nature and con- 
1 " stltutiott,' of which we have not yet received a 
f solitary example. 

(2.) To revert to the subsequent part of the 

Lactant. ibid. Euseb. ibd. 48U, 11. 
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Exposer's conjecture : after having assumed the 
liberty to render my translation ** doctrine," by 
doctrina^ (which is pretty nearly as good Latin, as 
ratio taken in conjunction with ecdesia, for naturt 
and constitution,) he informs us, that o^^ccxv or ^»^»:^- 
"x«A»a would then have been the equivalent in the 
** translation, and not xoyo?. " With his good leave, 
however, doctrina, as well as its equivalent ^^iaxn 
or hiaQ^ctxia, properly mean nothing more than 
teaching ;* whereas doctrine signifies the recondite 
principles^ and comprehensive precepts of theologi- 
cal science. In adopting this term in my English 
version of Constantine's epistle, it was my object 
to select a term which was adequate and intelli- 
gible ; and the justice of the choice is fully confir- 
med by the definition given of ^oyo?, by Eusebius, 
the Greek translator of the epistle ; with which I 
know no word in our language, that corresponds 
so exactly as doctrine. But had I been translating 
into Latin, verbuin or sennoy^ would have been my 
choice, as being atonce literal and intelligible, 
and adequately expressing the original. And 
either of these terms, I now venture to suggest as 
the word used in Constantine's original Latin 
epistle. 

* So the best masters of Latinity employ the word : Cicer. de 
Nat. Deor. I. xliii. 280. c. " Quae est cnim gens, aut quod ge- 
uus hominum, quod non habeat, sine docirina, an tici patio nem 
quandam Deorum." Conf. Orat. xxvi. §12. p. 545. pro Arch. 
!Poet. Lactant. Div. Inst. Lib. IV. cap. xxi. p. 332. *• Or* 
dinata discipulis suis Evangelica docirina, " 8. Hieron. Pr^f. 
in Job. I. col. 395. ** Memini me ob inteiiigentiam hujus volu"- 
minis, Lyddxum quendam praeceptorem . . . . non parvis rede-> 
misse nummis, cujus doctrina an aliquid profecerim, nescio," 

+ Thus we find the term rendered in the old Latin version 
of Barnabas : Epist. Cath. xi. yiy^atolon ly roTq ^Ux Xofoi^, |y oU 
•XuXricu iv Tu 0^11 Tivoi * scriptum est in decern verbis, quibus lo- 
cutus est in Monte Sina ad Moysen.' 
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■r The question, therefore, is not, as the Exposer 
■would induce us to believe, between doctrina and 
ratio ; but between verbum or senno ecclestd', and 
ratio ecclesia: ; regarded as the rendering of J ■>■?( «- 
■Ai,o-i«! AoV=! : this phrase being taken in my sense, 
as " the doctrine of the church," or in his, as its 
" nature and constitution." 

In determining the question, when thus fairly- 
stated, I have no doubt or apprehension, that he 
will not himself hesitate a moment, however he 
may feel inclined to prolong the dispute, against 
the force of conviction. The phrase ratio tcclesice, 
no man need require to be told, is not Latin for 
" the nature and constitution of the church ; " which 
is no translation of J tS? i«?>«?W ^'V»<, and which re- 
duces the context to palpable nonsense. On the 
otlier hand, the phrase verbum or sermo ccctcsice, 
is the most literal Latin version of the Greek ; 
and conveys the sense of " thu doctrine of the 
" church," which is, above all others, that which is 
most required by the context. In this sense, the 
terms Aoj-sf, verbum mtA senno are frequently used 
in tlie Original Text of the Eastern Church, and 
the public version of the Western ; and are thence 
transferred into the writings of the Fathers of both 
Churches. To take an instance or two, which 
are particularly in point, from the writings of one, 
who was not unskilled in Heathen classical lan- 
guage ; St. Paul, addressing himself to Greeks 
and philosophers, uses tlie term ^"V" in this very 
sense, in opposing the Christian doctrine to the 

Heathen philOSOphli ■* SAiyto-a^ th raUfaTort^w'. aa-oWiu- 

^(roif fiupU is-.,i and shortly after, S^Ba* I, «aS' tanpx*, as, 

■ya n treplatt ^ o Aoyo! fia« >tj to Kiffy^a /iU »ii ^, i, uruSsif 

ri.S^uErini; o-op;*; ^iy»i.\ The formcr passage is ren- 

■ WA. Brucker. Hist. Phil. Tom. III. p. 265. c. 

t 1 Cor. i. 18. J Ibid. ii. 1. § Ibid. 4. 
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dered in the Latin Vulgate version ; " Verbum emm 
" crucis pereuntibus quidem stultitia est," the 
latter, " veni non in sublimitate semioiiis aut say't' 

" enticE et fki'mo meus, et praedicatio mea 

" non in persuasibilibus Immanse sapientite verbis." 
These passages would have furnished Constantine 
with adequate authority, for the phrase which he 
used, whether we suppose him to have written in 
Latin or Greek, and to have followed the original, 
or the translation. And, if we are not rather in 
love with our own errors, than disposed to embrace 
the truth, they seem not to leave us much room lo 
fluctuate in our choice, between ratio eccleslee and 
verbum or senno ecclesiee, as the original of s tJs u- 
■>,n<rwXoV(. in the Latin letter addressed by Con- 
stantine to Eusebius. The issue to which the 
controversy is thus brought, will, I trust, now 
fully testify, how far 1 was right, in asserting at 
the first, that " the question, when reduced to 
" these grounds, would not admit of a momeot's 
" deliberation."'* 

(3.) In placing the controversy on these grounds, 
and assuming what I have since fully proved, that 
the original letter of Constantine was not drawn 
up in Greek ; I indeed maintained, " that, by 
" whomever drawn up, if it was submitted for the 
"approbation of the Emperor, ... .it must have 
" been submitted in Laini, as Constantine was 
"acquainted with no other language. "-!• In the 
confidence of a triumph fated as usual to termi- 
nate in disgrace, the Exposer applies his strength 
in subversion of this assumption. He accordingly 
informs us, " the reason why the Emperor u» 
" Greek is recorded hi uiimispecting sentences, and 
" it is the simple and plain reason because hetair 

' Remaiks on a passage is Eusebius, p ,17;. 
t Ibid. p. 16. 
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"derstood it.*" So much for our author's posi- 
tion; next follows his proof; and in reference to 
the Council of Nice, he accordingly adds, " Euse- 
" bius describes his condescending and affable 
" behaviour, and his conversation with the bishops 
"in their own language ;t '^^•^^^ •» iroiH,ii.Q( Ti? wf J( i\a- 

*'t.( ;. «;iSi^(.* It seems then that the Emperor, 
" who removed the seat of the Roman govern- 
" ment to Byzantium, actually understood the Greek 
"language. On one side you have a Bishop, a 
" contemporary and friend, affirming that this 
" prince understood Greek : and on the other an 
" ecclesiastic, not yet a Bishop, and living in the 
" nineteenth century, affirming that the Emperor 
" understood no other language than Latin." De- 
cisive as this authority may be deemed. I am 
sadly deceived or it will eventually prove to be 
the fact, that its author merely intended to com- 
mend the Emperor's affability of manners, and by 
no means to celebrate his proficiency in langua- 
ges. 

(I.) As the above passage relates to what hap- 
pened in the Synod of Nice, and as Latin Bishops 
assisted at that council ; I apprehend it may, 
without any stretch of sagacity, be inferred, that 
the Emperor neither excluded them from his 
courtesy, nor, in order to testify it, addressed 
them in an unintelligible language. From the 
worda wwJ/i[*6? TBI «fk 'ixa^oi o«i>.;a[, we are therefore, 
no m(M« justified in concluding, that the Emper- 
or's eomiermthns were carried on in Greek than in 
Latitt: Nor should it be forgotten, that, in the 
former language, they might have been carried on 
through the medium of the Greek interpreter. 



b. 



- Eoseb. Vil, Const. III. 581. 
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whom Constanttne unquestionably employed in 
addressing this assembly ; and for whom, it seems 
difficult to conceive, how he could have found 
any employment, had " he actually understood" 
the language. 

(20 But we are told, "the reason why the 
" Emperor used Greek is recorded in unsuspecting 
" sentences ," in corroboration of which, our atten- 
tion is directed, through the medium of capitals, 

to the phrase, i?Av'i(tit ti t« p^iS or. f.vSi Taurrn i^tiSi; ,Ij^, 

Doctors will, however, unfortunately differ ; in 
tueyy term of this " unsuspecting sentence," it is 
my judgment or conceit, that Eusebius conveys 
much more than a suspicion of the truth of what 
he barely insinuates, and with all the hesitancy of 
a man who paid an overstrained compliment 
against conviction. He uses the word iw\.i.if.. 
which properly means " imitating the Greeks,"* 
not speaking or understanding their language : he 
employs p«.«, which properly means the voice, 
not y?iwTTr, which properly signifies the language ;t 

* On Terbs in Ifw, th& acute Cattier gives tlie foUoTrtag ct- 
non ; Gazophylac. Gimc. I. tj, fi. p. 7. " Canon ; Veiba m !{■ 
"s\f^n\(\ca.'a\. ,. ,. imitationem, ut iMiiii'^iii, Gracoa imitari.'' 
The following examples will prove the accuracy of this defini- 
tion ; " Apxaifi-, antiquitatem seu anti<iuos rmifor. Gloa, Vet" 
Hed. Lex. sub voc. " Aio-jSi^^, id. quod Mcrff.a^u, Lesbiorum mo- 
res obsccenos imilor," Ibid. " ^^vyi^ur, Fhrygios mores itititor, 
Steph. Thes," Ibid. " rjiuflt^u Scylhos imitor .... ebrius sum," 
Ibid. " ZiufllJ'u, i. e. Scythonini more bibendo heiluor," Hooce- 
veen Diet. Analog, p. 522. n. 8. Ed. Cant. Thus also Por- 
phyry, spealiing of Origen, uses the word, a» quoted by Eutebivt, 
Hist. Eccl. VI. xii. 281, 9. " A Greek, and instructed in the' 
Greek compositions, he declined to the barbarian luggednest 
. . , .and imitating the Greeks, in his opinions about tbinga and 

the Divinity, (xnla t^ xi^J -ruv n-fay^^*.. ^ tS SiIk Ji|aj iM.<i„i- 

^u>) he blended Greek matters with foreign fables." 

+ Clem. Ales. Strom. 1. p. 246. a. ««?; Ji d "ew^i,,,. 






Bnd in declining to qualify it with a pronoun. 
leaves it doubtful what speech was the object of 
imitation ; he connects the verb iTj;c(, denoting pos- 
session, not according to its proper regimen, with 
the accusative, which would have signified attain- 
ment, but with the genitive Tat-nt, in the sense 
merely of participation of the qualification ; and 
he qualifies the verb, thus used, not with an ad- 
verb expressing knowledge, but witli one signify- 
ing ignorance, a/iaiuf,* which is neutralised by 
another negative, f"i^« ; though in the language in 
which he wrote, this mode of asserting is peculiar- 
ly weak, as in it, a double negative is not equiva- 
lent to an affirmative. This, I am prepared to 
admit, might be a tolerably just description of a 
certain editor of Strabo"s knowledge of Greek ; 
but let uo man presume to assert, that, if a prince 
made any pretensions to skill in a language, it 
would be recorded in such terms by Uis panegy- 
rist, in a work intended for his sons and succes- 
sors. f In the passage before us, Constantines 
affability of manners is recorded in no such equi- 
vocal terms; y>^v>ii^kriii,t>i;mi. And at the dis- 
tance of a few fines, Eusebius speaks in very dif- 
ferent terms of the language in which the Emper- 
or addressed the Nicene council ; and of the inter- 
preter whom he employed to' translate it ; i f,:„ Si 

• The double negative would be properly expressed by llie 
compound nro^a : as in a Letter ascribed to Demetrius Fliale- 
rcus and quot«d by Eusebius, Priepar. Evangel. VITI. iii. 351, 
b. jTiwo iBfitmt B rosifijywt, lo a Letter of C OH stan tine's, address- 
ed to Eusebius, vve meet indeed with it. aialioi ; but it is a La- 
tiuisiii, evideutly derived from -non indignum, and among the 
internal proofs that the original was written in Latin; vid. Eu- 
aeb. Vit. Constant. IV.sxsv. 645, 26. 

t Euseb. Vit. Const. I. i, p. 108, 4. 
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^im^Ho^^ Had he «»ad iteft EaBcoige, 1^ mi^t 
kkv^e been sasd to faaere -afinmoLiiat his prince 
^aelsai:^ wMfewfeMwi GreckriB Aat wluch be 
kki iBHol, 9o fikr » he finon hamsf j gi HM'd dnt he 
Ittfi ilk ef erj tent eiaded the asootioB. 

f'^^.j ShxBe infmrtaace scobs, hoveier, to be 
annettd to the eiicaBstaBce, that Con^antiiie 
tvaasferred the scat of gorenmoil fipoHi a Latm to 
aGfCeksotL As the incidoit before ik relates to 
ti4ttt happened m the coaadl of Nice, it most 
hare ^fccmtd before August 24, in Ae year 325, 
when that cotmcii diqxfsed rf bat a nfo r Uu Mteiy, 
eren ihtfuundaikin cif die near capital was not laid 
nntil Xoirember 26, in the year 328,:^ the encaeiiia 
iA its dedicaticHi not celelMrated until May 8, in 
the year 330^ The idea even cf transferring die 
seat of empire was not fwrned eadier than be* 
tween July and September of the year 326 ; and 
was then conceiTea, in consequence merely of a 
disgust which the Emperor conceited against the 
Rommi senate^ for resisting his effcHts to suppress 
the national superstitions^ '' It seems then," to 
conclude in the exposer's words, '' that the Em- 
*' peror, who removed the seat of the Roman go- 

« IcLibid, IIL5B4, 26. 

f Gothofred. Chroool. Cod. Theodos. ad. Abb* d25. p. zxt» 

\ Id. ibid. An. 328. p. xxx. 

\ h\, ibid, ad An. 330. p. xxxi, 

11 Id ibid, ad An. 320. p. xxv. 
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" vernment to Byzantium, actually understood Uie 
" Greek language." 

But jests apart: in estimating Eusebius's testi- 
mony on Coustantine's proliciency in Greek, 
would it not be a little more wise and safe to rea- 
son in tiie tbilowing manner? Previously to Sep- 
tember 24 in the year 324, when, Constantino 
having overthrown Licinius and ent#.ied Nicome- 
dia, his capital, became sovereign of the East ; he 
had not the slightest inducement to apply himself 
to the study of the Greek ianguage. But from 
that period, until the convening of the council of 
Nice, on May 25, 325, notwitlistanding the cares 
of government with which he was pressed, he had 
every inducement, and sufficient opportunity to 
acquire a few of its colloquial and complimen- 
tary phrases ; to be occasionally employed in his 
intercourse with that portion of his subjects by 
whom it was vernacularly spoken. This obvious 
course, which he might have followed, as it has 
been followed by many princes entering on the 
government of a foreign country, will hardly form 
a foundation adequate to support a reputation for 
knowledge of such a language as the Greek, yet 
we have no foundation for imputing more than 
this to Constantine. Few persons will, I trust, 
be found to dispute that this statement does not 
agree with Eusebius's account of his conduct in 
the council of Nice, which may be thus rendered, 
so as to preserve its ambiguity ; and "mildly ad- 
" dressing coversations to each of them, and imi- 
" tating the Greeks iu (his or their) speech, for he 
" did not participate ignorantly in it, he was 
"pleasing and amiable;" atleast as well as it 
agrees with the statement of the exposer, " the 
** reason why the Emperor used Greek, is recorded 
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" in inisuspecting sentences, and it is the simple 
" and plain reason ' because he understood it.' " 

If it be now asked, on what grounds I haie 
concluded, that Constantine was not acquainted 
■with Greek; my reply is, on pretty nearly the 
same grounds, as I conclude that he was not ac- 
quainted with Hebrew or Syriac. His life, which 
was rather active than contemplative, was passed 
in a part of the world, in wliich the European lan- 
guage was not less disregarded than the Oriental. 
Nor was he impelled by natural inclination to 
contend with the discouraging obstacles whicb 
opposed the acquirement of a languasfe, at all 
times difficult in the attainment. The bias of his 
character was not literary, like that of his succes- 
sors, Julian andTheodosiusII., but decidedly mili- 
tary and political. The interest taken in Greet 
literature had long been extinct in the West, into 
which it had been but accidentally introduced, by 
the mission of Carneades to Italy; havings becD 
principally indebted, for its cultivation, to the in- 
tercourse opened with Greece in the Mithridatic 
war, and to the acquisition of Apellicon's library, 
which Sylla transported to Rome, from the Pire- 
us. It was but partially revived under Constan- 
tine's successor, Constantius, in consequence 
merely of the banishment of a few bishops, into 
the East; among whom were Eusebius of Verceli, 
Lucifer, and Hilary, who were exited on account 
of their religious opiniops. But the progress of 
literature having been soon after arrested, by the 
incursion of the Goths, it never completely revi- 
ved, until the encroachment of the Turks compell- 
ed Chrysoloras, Argyropylus, and other learned' 
Greeks, to take refuge in Italy. Had Constantine 
possessed so extraordinary au endowment, he 
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wanted not occasions to exercise, nor ambition to 
display it; and his biographer and panegyrist 
would have gladly seized the opportunity, to 
magnify the attainment of his hero. But on 
this subject, unless when he finds occasion to 
celebrate his affability in the council of Nice, he 
preserves the most obstinate silence ; and while 
he is particular in stating, that the Emperor cor- 
responded with the Bishops in Latin, though he 
quotes several of his epistles in Greek, stating 
some to be translations, he no where hints that 
one of them was an original. I have already allu- 
ded to his having employed a Greek interpreter, 
in addressing the Council of Nice ; but two cir- 
cumstances, recorded by Eusebius, carry to my 
mind irresistible conviction. 

(I.) He informs us,* that the Emperor com- 
posed his orations in Latin, and that persons, 
whose office it was,t translated them into Greek ; 
but expressing some apprehension, lest this state- 
ment of his Sovereign's literary pretensions might 
appear fabulous, he declares his intention to sub- 
join, at the end of his work, a specimen of the 
translations. If Constantine actually composed in 
both languages, is not this statement, which is 
intended for praise, a detraction from his merit? 
For surely, if he possessed the talent of writing • 
Greek, it was injustice to so rare an endowment, 
to omit all mention of it, and inform us that he re- 
tained a Greek interpreter, without dropping a ^ 

♦ Euseb. Vit Const. IV. xxxii. 643, 30. 

t Suetonius celebrates Augustus's proficiency in Greek; but 
speaks of it, in the following terms. Octav. cap. Ixxxiz. " Ne ' 
($raecanim quidem disciplinarum leviore studio tenebatur . ... ' 
non tamen ut aut loqueretur expedite, aut componere aliquid 
aaderet. Nam et si quid res exigeret, Latineformabat, verten- 
dumque alii dabat** 
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hint, that he could have dispensed with his servi* 
ces. (2.) At the distance of a few pages, the bio- 
grapher quotes one of Constantine's Letters at 
length, in which the Emperor justifies* his confi- 
dence, in speaking of a tract, which Elusebius 
drew up at his desire, by informing him, that 
*^ persons not inccHnpetent were found to translate 
'' his works into Latin." If Constantine under- 
stood Greek, why, I would ask, should he employ 
an interpreter ; why justify his confidence of the 
merits of a work, by referring to a translation, 
when, on his own experience, he might have re- 
ferred with greater confidence to the original? 
If these intimations, from the panegyrist of an 
Emperor, do not lead us into a knowledge of the 
true state of the case ; I could wish to be inform- 
ed, what species of testimony may be deemed 
necessary to influence our credence ? Will it be 
said, that before we yield up our assent, the bio- 
grapher should give a formal declaration^ under 
his hand, that the Emperor was ignorant of the 
language spoken by one half of his subjects ? I 
could wish to see how those, who indulge so unrea- 
sonable an expectation, can reconcile it ivith the . 
jealous care manifested by Eusebius, in vindica- 
ting Constantine's reputation as a Latin compo- 
ser. 

IV. On the Exposer's rejoinder to ** the Post- 
'* script " of my former reply, it cannot be deemed 
necessary, that I should now bestow much time 
or trouble. But as he must obviously depend on 
this portion of his work, for a justification of the 
character, in which he has chosen to figure, and 
of the title, on which his pretensions are blazoned^ 

• Id. ibid. xyxv. 645, 24. 
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"as "an Exposer of the Absurd Hypothesis, that 
" Eusebius, Bishop and Historian, was an editor 
" and corrupter of the Holy Scriptures ;" some of 
the absurdities which have exercised his talent 
are not unentitled to a brief consideration. 

1. The word "edition," we are inforaied, in 
the standard dictionary of our language, means 
" 1. publication of any thing, particularly of a 
" book."* This authority, it might be conceived, 
would be definitive, as to the use of the word ; and 
the author of an English work, who could plead 
that he had employed it in no other sense, might 
be thought to deprive even the most pertinacious 
wrangler of all pretext for converting it into the 
subject of a squabble. Our critic, in drawing up 
the title on which his pretensions are recorded, 
was, it appears, in a different mood ; for he here 
finds, or fancies, not merely an error meriting re- 
proof, but an absurdity deserving exposure. 

" In passing to the Fabricator's po,stscript," he 
observes, " I repeat the assertion which I former- 
" ly made, that Eusebius did not publish an edi- 
" tion of the Scriptures."! So much for the ob- 
jection, let us now attend to the impregnable 
grounds on which it is urged. "Eusebius pro- 
" CMxeA Jifty copies of the Scriptures, to be tran- 
" scribed by able penmen, upon the best parch- 
" ment. If he erased or suppressed any portion, 
"it [the fifty] was a fraudulent copy, but no edi- 
" tion of the Scriptures. ":[; " Ut esse cospisti sic 
" es tu iXf mera." What a glorious specimen we 
have here of the talent of exposing absurdities ! 
Can this drivelling, I could wish to know, be 
deemed worthy of' an answer ; or is it necessary to 



• Jolinaoii'3 Diction, v. " edition." 
t Absurd irypoth, csposed, p. 20. 
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inform the author of this senseless trashy that his 
objection is so superlatively '* absurd," that he 
cannot find language to express it, which is not at 
variance with sense and grammar ? 

Stupid, however, as the blunder is, it has some 
craft at bottom. When the object is to confound 
the truth, it may be sometimes expedient to 
secure it, at the expence of sense and grammar. 
Had we been told in direct terms, " ih^tjiftyoh 
''pies were no edition ;" the assertion would have 
been atonce exposed to derision ; as, under the 
ancient mode of publication, when few authors 
could retain six or seven scribes, twelve copies of 
some works formed an extensive edition, and fifty 
copies of the whole body of the Scriptures, which 
could have been scarcely comprised in two hun- 
dred volumes, and which required two waggons to 
transport them, constituted an enormous edition. 
It was therefore, for good and sufficient reasons, 
that the ''fifty copies," in the preceding part of 
the objection, were, by the interposition of the 
pronoun " it," juggled into '* a fraudulent copy;" 
for the change being thus put upon us, we were 
then prepared to hear, that it was '* no edition." 
As the Exposer, after the intervention of two 
lines, proceeds, in describing this fraudulent 
work, to speak of ''an act of knavoy, and not of 
*' criticism ;" may we not suspect, that, in this 
case, the dupe of his own art, deceived by some 
change or trick of legerdemain, glances at his own 
work, while he talks of that of Eusebius. 

It seems, however, that another reason, as good 
and sufficient, remains in reserve, to prevent even 
" fifty copies," however put forth, from being cm* 
sidered an edition. We have already heard Dr. 
Johnson's definition of the term ; a critic of a bigb- 
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er order commands our respect; let us attend tu 
his distinctions; " A copy of the Scriptures with 
" a list of Scripture texts was an edition ; witli a 
" prologue or preface to tlie several parts, was an 
** edition ; with a comparison of other texts was an 
" edition ; with the variation of other MSS. was an 
" edition."* May we now ask this subtle dLstin- 
guisher, in what nondescript class are we then to 
place the editio prhiceps of most works, which is 
generally but a republication of a particulai' ma- 
nuscript ? lo what class may we hope to find the 
ediiio i-ecepta of the Greek Vulgate, whicli has oc- 
casioned the present dispute, when, in compliance 
■with these distinctions, it is struck off the list of 
editions ? 

The exposcr of absurdities has been already 
taught the meaning of the English word edition, 
to which he thus annexes his own sense ; a little 
tirae may not be now thrown away, in letting him 
into the meaning of the correspondent Greek and 
Latin terms, as employed by the ablest Scripture 
critics. 

The terms i'<So«t, editio, as the derivation of these 
words from itS!Swi*t,-^ edere, to putjbiih, atonce pro- 

• Absurd Hypotli. exposed, p. 20. 

f Socrates employs uSiJw^i in this sense, speakiii™ of Cliry- 
sostome's Discourses ; Hist. £ccl, VI. iv.313, 10, "Howspieii- 
"did and insinuatiog were both the Discourses pwblinlted by 
■ ' him (oi Ti UJnflWit 5rttp' aiJTM Xoysi,) and delivered by him, and ta- 
" ken down by the swil't- writers, whatneed is there to mestion." 
And CoastaotiDe himself employs the same worJ iii speakiugf 
of " the Discourse on Easter," which Euaebius drew up by hid 
order; " I read the book with pleasure, and for tlie many vha 
" apply siicerely to the service of religion, according to your 
" wish, commanded it to be publislied, (mS* iBu^.'i^ti tieo&^iai 
" •mnQita.^a..") Here we observe that Eiiscbius's worka were 
published through tbe inteivention of Constajitine : the re- 
mark is now made to obviate any cavil which may be raised lo 
the publkatioa of his Bibles, as having been diieclly IrBusaiiUtd 
P 2 
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claims, are synonymous with the word edition. 
taken in the sense of publicadvr/. In this sense 
the term is applied by Origen, not merely to the 
editions of the Greek text, incorporated in tlie 
Tetrapla, but to the original Hebrew; "since 
"the Tetrapla," he declares, "from which the 
" copy was transcribed, according to the order *jn 
"i/ie Hebrew, and the other editions, that of the 
" Septuagint is shewn to be transposed in maaj 
" places."t The same language is applied to the 
Original Text by St. Jerome, " quod nos juM 
" eiUtioimn Hebravriim, qua; xar' a-tji^na^ legitur, 'ii 
" ' tyrannos " vertimus. ' j That the learned fathfi 
means the original Hebrew, which he continually 
calls " the Hebrew verity ;" the terms j^bt' i«fiSi«^ 
put out of dispute, as must appear from the sub- 
joined expression used by Eusebius in referrini 
to it, «*!i ri. 'EgjarKB. ««;;^.i«,.^ By Eusebius him- 
self, tlie term is used in the same sense, in speak- 
ing of the editions incorporated in the Tetrapla, lie 
describes Origen as " having separately compiled 
"||Mee(/;/io;iof AquilaSymmachusandTheodotioft, 
** together with that of the Septuagint, in the 
"Tetrapla."1f We again find the same language 
applied to those editions in the same work by St 
Jerome ; " et certe Origenes non solum exemph- 
"ria composuit 9«a(«or ei//7/oHu»(, e regione singu- 

to the Eoiptiror. In desciibijg the differenl classes of text, St 
Jerome usea the words, " PaleEstiitos codices, quos ab Otigim 
elaboratos, Eiuebivs et Pamphilus wlgaverunl ." Prief. in Pi- 
ralipom. Tom. I. p. 343. 

• ;> T« E^j«rx«, 1^' ™r( £«,«.( kJ.v.^., ;.i»t;i». ^ ;, ,.3, igi,^- 

t Origen. Select, in Gen. xlrii. 4. Tom. II. p. 60. d. 
X Hier. Com. in Dan. L Tom. V. p. 496. b. 
§ Euaeb. Com. in Psalm xxviii. p. 107. c. 

II Tit *AjiuX» .^ luflfiBX" •!? ©"i'Ti'urs? H^SUlt B/i* tS t5« o'. 

Ii Id. Uccl. hist. \\. svi. 277, :J. 
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" la verba describens. . . ,sed quod majoris auda- 
•' cife est in editione LXX. Theodotionis edilionem 
" miscuit."* Of not one of tliese publications 
does it happen to be the case, that it possessed a 
-single characteristic distinction of those which our 
critic pronounces essential to an edition. The 
Hebrew original never possessed them ; and the 
several editions of the Greek translation contained 
nothing more than it possessed, even in those 
books, which admitted of short notices in the form 
of inscriptions, t 

From the solidity with which our critic has laid 
his foundation, it may be pretty well conjectured, 
by those who have ever heard of Eusebius's ca- 
nons, that absurdities are somewhere likely to be 
exposed, before we have done with the considera- 
tion of Eusebius as " <7w editor of Scripture." 

2. The Exposer proceeds ; " I have said t/ie 
" dispersion was just as fanciful as the existence of 
" such an edition."^ Reserving for a different oc- 
casion the passage in which I had made and 
proved my assertion ;^ as Aquinas confuted the 
Abbot Joachim of old, he unanswerably refutes 
the position, by cutting out the part by which it 
was established. The breach which has been 
thus honestly made in my context and reasoning, 
I shall take leave to make up, in restating his ob- 
jection; by supplying in brackets, the passage 

* Hier. Praf. in Paralip. Tom, III. p. 343. c. 

t Euseb. Com. ia Paalm. Prief. p. 3. d. p. 7. e. et Pa. slii. 
p. 178. c. In some passages of bis Ecclesiastical History, 
"VI. xvi. Eusebius obviously alludes to "a notice " prefixed 
by Origen to "one "of the versions; and to " the notice 
fixed to some of the Hebrew books, paTticnlarly that 
Psalms. 

1 Absurd Hypoth. exposed, p. 20. 

§ Inqiiir. into Jntegr. of Gr. Viilg. p. 20. 
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he omits, which, however unsuitable to his argu- 
ments, affords mine some slight confirmation. 
" Constantino is elsewhere described " by me "ja 
" * the pious Emperor who had employed Euse- 
** * bins to revise the text,' [and — * had been at 
" * considerable pains and expence to muUifkj 
** ^copies of the Scripture. Euseb. Vit. Const. Ill 
" * i. 576, 15.'] We have again ' an edition of the 
" * Scriptures yb?' general circulation,' although the 
" letter speaks of the fifty copies, as especially de- 
" signed for the converts and the neiv Churchesl'^ 
On this passage from the Letter, and that from 
"the Life," which has been suppressed, let me be 
now suffered to offer a few observations. 

(1.) Let the Letter be inspected once more; 
and the inquirer will perhaps find, that it specifies 
no such designation of ''the fifty copies;" but, 
with a slight variation from the preceding state- 
ment, represents '* the nexo Churches as designed 
"for the converts.!" It may be at the same 
time possibly discovered, that it speaks of the 
Emperor as enjoining, that the fifty bodies d 
Scripture 'furnished by Eusebius' should be- 

sius renders, '' qui et legi facile, et ad omnem usm 
^' circumftrri possint.'^\ And if the phrase is re- 
duced to the language in which the original of the 
Letter was written, as the Greek compounds, 

ivuvuyvura, re xj iviJi.tlaii6[jnroc, mUSt bc brokcn UD the 

sense cannot be conveyed in less forcible terms, 
than the learned editor of Eusebius has chosen. 
Even when it is expressed in the most literal 

* Absurd Hypoth. exposed, p. 33, 

t Euseb. Vit. Const. IV. xxxvi. 646. 6—11. 

: Id. ibid. 1. 15. 

§ Absurd Hypoth. exposed, p. 33. 
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manner, " quinquaginta corpora, facile legenda, 
"ad usitin bene chxumferenda j" I should be glad 
to be informed, what it can mean, but that " those 
" copies were intended /o;- circidaiion ." 

(2.) With respect to the passage from "the 
" Life," that I have restored in brackets, which 
has slipped so inadvertently out of the Exposer's 
context, and which specifies " the pains and ex- 
" pence at which Constantine had been to multipli/ 
" copies of the Scripture," our critic, as short-sight- 
ed as in his search for the preceding passage of 
the Letter, can discover in it only this sense ; 
" Constantine out of the royal trea-suve, furnished a 
" great many copies " of the Scriptures. Let the 
original of this passage, likewise, be inspected 
once more, and it will perhaps be discovered, that 
the historian's words are, t«St« [t^ ^eiwunra ^^V"^] '"'■i- 

Su'«i im^oiiri,;* which, with the objector's good 

leave, expresses not merely Constantine's pains 
" to multiply/ the sacred oracles," but that " he 
" passed a law " for the purpose. In the perverse 
tendency which this passage has betrayed to keep 
out of sight; both these circumstances, which in- 
troduce some little embarrasssment to our critic, 
in working out his conclusion, have escaped his 
observation or remembrance, to which they are 
now recommended. 

Let me however put him out of pain, on the 
subject of this law passed by Constantine, for 
multiplying the Scriptures ; towards which he 
seems so little affected, as to betray a reluctance 
even to mention it. I am prepared to concede, 
that it means nothing more, than that he despatch- 
ed the Letter to Eusebius, in which he required 
him to furnish fifty copies of the Scriptures. Nor 
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tksui %^ M -m^mdj sieni: se^essn^ jstt cos: 

^ii#!:ii:;nn ^t iie SinMaiss- Bat. ier imic arjl:- 
h^r^tkxzf XL v»x[cst^.m!s «i unch. ^ ansaniiesaxd ; 

ik0!fficjt ji^x^niar.^^ i^^ le ^ciiiTimtffti. matr JEaxaks 
wte cie .nMcrum^nj: :;c wtmnL Canstaniiiie siade 

«5^»v^, I Ar-a^i i^aun '^^kr^ce the ooisiiiia. ot' a ciitic, 

Tezt. Ir* lefemia' to ue csaac^e&irr Ijetter of 
i^A*.%iMA,t^^^ uh dect'iices ^om it t&e i^Qowing con- 
i^n\9f^uh : ^' Qfi/> iriar^dato accepco, Ecsebius qoin- 
'' ^jua^if*ta ;Ho^ f/Avji^ ;::ag3i&ce omatces daobus 

** \^\%u:n\%^ yiM\f\% CffOstaatmopolm misit 

'' Sc^l i:t f:r4fif'JH ^/Cca.%ione accidissc poto, a/ iJAn 
^^ tUi jfaiju:i tMo'^Jt^ rj ;i ex jDcemiio Diocletx2uii, ma- 
'^nifiu^ju^. UHfUi/jff^im nalvi eiraserant, /wtbt juorir 
'^ i^/i^ Jle^iU (jfflujJ/iu M/rderent, atqae Yilescer^it 
^' paHHirntjiM'. Ht)f(ffureMur^ i^icqoe pauladm neglecti 
'^ interircrit/'J, Such woa the iatuity which pas- 
^esftctl thin incorrigible dunce, in adopting "sm 

* Vid. Huwr, p, 02. 

t Cofif. Kuwrli, \\i\i\. III. i. /i76, 15, 18. IV. xxxrii. 646, 
30, 2:). 

J WctstC'in. ProU'gorn. in Nov. Test. p. 70. 
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'' absurdity/' which has received an exposure 
from one wise critic, as rational as it is learned ! 

3. The main position of my ** Absurd Hypothe- 
*' sis " remains to be considered ; ** that Eusebius 
'* of Ceesarea, Bishop and Historian, was a corrup- 
*'ter of the Holy Scriptures:" inasmuch as he 
suppressed or altered the following passages in 
the circulated edition, Mark xvi. 9 — 20, John viii. 
1—11, Acts XX. 28, 1 Tim. iii. IG, 1 John v. 7. 

That the success of the Exposer, in carrying his 

Frofessions into effect, may be fully appreciated, 
shall lay the position, as originally expressed by 
me, once more before the reader. ''The probabt- 
" lities are decidedly in favor of Eusebius having el'- 
*' punged, rather than the Catholics having inse7ied, 
''those passages in the Sacred Scripture."* In 
the difficulties between which we were thus left 
to make our choice, and out of which I could dis- 
cover no mode of being extricated, but by a hypo- 
thesis; that which I believed adequate to their 
solution, I undertook to support on the possibility 
of'* establishing two points, against Eusebius ; that 
'* he wanted neither the power nor the v^ill to sup- 
*' press those passages.*'! Having offered my 
reasons, at length, in sup])ort of this double posi- 
tion ; I suggested tlie following objections for the 
solution of any controvertist, who might under- 
take to maintain its contradictory. '* However 
''unsatisfactory my hypothesis may be deemed* 
*' it leaves any other to which it may be opposed 
''involved in difficulties, which challenge a solu- 
"tion. Of the five remarkable passages which 
" are missing in the earliest manuscripts, two were 

• Inqttir. into Integr. of Gr. Viilg, p. 27. vid. Ilomarks, 
irtpr. p. 21. 

t Inquiry, ibid. vid. supra, p. 22. 



'* ccrtaiciv omirtcd in Eosebias-'s Camaais: and 
'* the renijin^rii: t^.n-- wcre eTiiicaiiir «c^asedto 
'* his kQ>.'*vii Acti-'^^abeiliaii ami^iirliii i If the 
''^ act cf liieir expcncuoa be a^cribeii s* icm, the 
''^ uudispated I'acr oi the^r reino^^ iS^osm tb^ Sacred 
''^ Text becomes a crx f of the tnnft olT my JES5«iiip- 
''^ tioa. It the act be ajscnbed u> aair isder band, 
^Mt consaiutes a ditficuity. wiiic& ie(|«ZKes a sdu- 
^' tioQ. For it thus remains to be expivaeiL bow 
^^t/iiMSt passages, and oh-m ikom:. shooki faswe been 
'^'' supurtif^^d i *or interDijIaied. admittxiitir t&em to be 
*" spurioas. which were opposed to ^Bstfi^oB^ pe- 
^^'^ cuhar opintons/'t 

Thou^ the Fabdeator of the Hvpodhescs^ while 
letl iu unniolesied possessioa of this .s:nwiid, is 
justified in coGSidcnnz his positioa inirincibk; 
tn^ni thou^ his ma^nianimocs opponemt had tolty 
sucv^ceded i:i his vi^rous attack upon, tenv 9:mrit, 
in the Kpistie of Constantine ; not a show of lests- 
t5iuce is made to this deiiance* thou^ in it* Ease- 
bins stands cvHvtct^'J. cfi tirf ^tf^ijnuini or ka mn 
C^/tK^/is^ of bein^ " u c^rrumtfr of the Holy Scrip- 
^* tures/' 

Althouiia means are cot easilT attaixised to re- 
futo a hypothesis: presumptioa may be easily 
tvnuul to talk of its absurdity and ejqwsure. The 
iH^k of substantiatinsj this change tinallv dev^^res, 
^s u forlorn hope, upon u icitoiram sabjoined to a 
MS. of Euthalius's edition of the Pauline Epis- 
tles J; the copies of whose works are notorioosly 
iiUer|K>l^ted. In the coandence inspired by this 
vkvurticnt. ^^ as un ^::fCjr:cul uiemorandum^** we 

* V^ th«? v|u<*scion wu:« o^^:iIl^lT «leb«£ed wttb thoee who 
^^^iKi\f%X Uhf ;iudlt!ficietCY oc die dt^^uoed (iii:^stCBS«. the p&re»- 
iWiknaI c^^u^* w:k$ wholly viinimHi. ui aifehntip tite dbuv« liiiii- 
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« 

are assured, *' that if Eusebius had done wliat Mr. 
"Nolan imputes to him, even the scribes tlieni- 
** selves might have furnished the means of detect- 
'* ing the fraud." 

The full value of this document, on which the 
decision of the controversy is thus ultimately rest- 
ed, I have already estimated;* nor is it my inten- 
tion to waste any more time on the stupid forgery, 
than to dispose of the reply, in which an effort is 
made to answer my two first objections to it. 
For until these are set aside, I am not apprehen- 
sive, that any end will be attained by the use of 
this *' historical memorandum;" if it does not 
stand, as a memorial of the polemic's experience 
or address, who rests the decision of a controversy 
on such an authority. 

(1.) I formerly objected to this document, 
*' that in the very first assertion which the author 

makes, iypot^cc x^ i|iOijxii> xara ^vvocfjuv r^X'^^^ '*'^^' '*'° '^^^X'*^ 

** UotCxH t5 oifror6xti, he is convicted of falsehood ; the 
'*Jir6't person who divided the Pauline Epistles in 
" this manner was Euthalius, from whose text the 
** manuscript was undoubtedly copied ; while this 
*' subscription represents it as copied from the au- 

*' tograph of St. Pamphilus."t ^^'^ ^1"** ^^ ^^ ^^" 
plied, that ** the scribe does not arrogate to him- 
*' self the invention, nor deny the claim of lilutha- 
" lius. He leaves the merit of the divisions, un- 
'* touched, unquestioned, unalluded to.":j: What 
then does he mean by the words which I have just 
quoted ; in which neither the terms iy^^^^ nor x«Ta 
Hf^afxiv, nor even JliV*" will suit any one but the in- 
ventor of the divisions ? The work oi' tramcriptiou 

* Remarks on a Passage in Euseb. supr. p. 20. 

t Remarks, ibici. 

X Absurd Hypoth. exposed, p. 31. 

ci 2 



120 ADDITIONAL REMARKS OX 

would be properly expressed by f4tT/y^•>^«, f^hxi^ 
or by using, with rr^«4"«, «»Tiy^afo» instead of /?»i3^or 
TitJ^of : and, as every one must perceive, the diffiad- 
ty of transcription was abridged, by the manu- 
script being already divided sny^^ ; i^hile in the 
term x^i^t^Lu the previous publication of Kuthaliusis 
absolutely excluded. The eye would be easily 
guided by the divisions ; while in dividing, into 
^•x«», a text like that of the age of Pamphilus, in 
which not even the words were separated, the ut- 
most difficulty would be encountered. It is to 
this diflSculty that Euthalius particularly alludes, 
in describing the labor of his predecessor ; 4r^»|i^ 

The scribe, of course, in appropriating this labir 
to himself, in announcing himself as the publisher 
of the text with such improvements, and quoting 
the words of Euthalius s Prologue to the Acts, 
could have no other object than to personate that 
writer, who had transcribed, as he pretends to do 
himself, a copy in the library of Caesarea. 

(2.) I likewise objected to this document, that 

** notwithstanding the extraordinay information 

" which it conveys, it is unacknowledged by any 

" other manuscript of Euthalius."* To this it is 

replied : that, '* the Codex Coislinianus 202, is a 

" fragment of Euthalius, and this has the colophon 

*' as it stands, wherever it is faithfully copied and 

'* withoulmcorrection."! As the Codex Coislinia- 

nus 202 happens to be the identical manuscript 

which contains the subscription in dispute ; and 

as the query, " where is its colophon faithfully co- 

** pied," expresses the very difficulty to be solved; 

it cannot be denied that the objection has atlength 

received an unanswerable refutation. 

* Remarks supr. p. 27. 

t Absurd Hypoth. exposed, p, 31. 
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B-' But "before the exposer parts witli this wit- 

■** ness " of his polemical experience and address, 

" •' he requires to be informed, what critical autbo- 

"rity has established this canon ; that a sitbscrip- 

"Hon at the eud of a MS. [the Coislinian] is to be 

^" rejected as bad evidence, and a note, in the mar- 
*' gin of fl MS. [the Marchalian] may be received 
" as authority for the same fact."* As "I am ever 
disposed to be courteous to so polished an adver- 
sary, I will, on this subject, endeavor to give him 
the required satisfaction. 

Mere subscriptions, he is then to be informed, are 
generally the work of mere scribes, who frequent- 
ly know nothing more of the book which they 
copy, than the character in which it is written ■-, as 
occurring at the end of the work, they are liable to 
be added by a later hand ; and, as mere puffs, are 
entitled tu no respect, when intended to enhance 
the value of the manuscript. Notes, or jiroper 
scholia, are generally the work of revisers, who are 
commonly acquainted with, the subject of the 
book, on which they comment ; as inserted in the 
body of the work, they are generally written, a 
prima manu, and form an integral part of the ma- 
nuscript. The subscription of the Coislinian manu- 
script, which he quotes, assumes the most ques- 
tionable form, as obviously intended to recommend 
the copyist's work ; as professing to follow an au- 
tograph of Pamphilus, who flourished, A. D. 290, 
it is contradicted by the internal evidence of the 
manuscript, which possesses the inventions of 
Euthalius, who flourished A. D. 458 : and it is un- 

Imipported by any other manuscript, being only 
found in this Coislinian fragment. The note, in 




' Absui'd Hypoth. exposed, p. 30. Vid. infc. p. 124, 
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the Marchalian Codex wliich I had cited, appears 
in the least suspicious form, as merely intended 
to trace the pedigree of tiie raaiiiiscript, in whick 
it occurs, to the Hexapla, through the copy of lh« 
Abbot Apollinarius ; it is conjiriiml hy the ialenal 
evidence of the manuscript, which possesses, in 
conformity with what it states, con-ections from 
Origen's Hexapla, and notes by Eu,sebius ; and il 
is cori'oborated by other Hexaplar manuscripts of 
the most unquestionable authority.* 

A further difference between these documents, 
which is accidental and adventitious, consists 
in the manner in which they have been respec- 
tively employed : the note having been adduced 
by me, in the ordinary course of discussion, the 
subscription, by my opponent, to decide a contro- 
verted position. This objection to the subscrip- 
tion, it first answered its advocate's purpose to 
rebut, by a denial tliat it had been so employed 
by him. But his reading having furnished an au- 
thority, when his work was brought to a close, 
which seemed to justify the admission even of a 
subscription, as evidence of a contested point ; b 
note was accordingly drawn up, to justify its em- 
ployment on such a service, and was appended, 
in the subjoined form, to tlie last page of his expo- 
sure. " The Fabricator," he observes, " with his 
" usual arrogance, derides the use I have made of 
" a subscription of a mamtscript, as evidence. 1 
"may assume, I apprehend, that Porson was as 
" good a judge of evidence of this kind, as the Fa- 
" bricator himself, and he has employed the smu 
" sort of Testimony ; Lett, to Trav. p. 342. ' Per- 
'"haps, sir, you may ask, why I think the pas- 



' Vid. De Rossi, uti infr. i>- I2' 
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" 'sages abovementioned spurious. First, for tHfc 
"'reason already given, [that in such passages 
"■'additions are much more frequent than omis- 
" 'sions ;] secondly, because the following sub- 
" ' scription is added at the end of the eighth 
" ' book in two tnanuscriptx, one of which I have 
"'seen. I have transcribed these eight books, 
" ' which contain many things added and altered.' "* 
The Fabricator is still so dull or perverse, as to 
maintain, that Professor Porson, in this passage, 
is so far from justifying the employment of the 
disputed subscription, that he implicitly admits 
the validity of the identical objections, on which 
it has been rejected. The Professor, in the first 
place, employs the subscription, which he cites, 
merely as subsidiary authority, having previously 
stated his reasons for believing the manuscript, to 
which it is subjoined, interpolated. In the next 
place, he confirms its testimony, (1) by the autho- 
rity o{ another manuscript, which he is particular in 
specifying that he had seen : and (2) by the mutiiat 
confirmation which the manuscript and the sub- 
scription afforded each other, the one having many 
"additions," the other specifying, that it " contain- 
" ed many things added." On the other hand, the 
Fabricator, in the first place, objected to the Cois- 
linian subscription, in being taken as the para- 
mount evidence on which the decision of the con- 
troversy was rested. In the next place, he wholly 
rejected its testimony, (1) as contradicted by the 
internal evidence of the manuscript to which it is 
subjoined, which contains the inventions of Eutha- 
lius, while the colophon describes the manuscript 
as a copy of Pamphilus's autograph ; and (2) as 
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' Absurd Hypotli. expoaeii p, 46, 
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^jMojt having the support of ''any other manuscript 
^'of Euthalius" in its favor. If the reader cannot 
now appreciate the Exposer's attachment to truth, 
in asserting ** that Porson has employed the sarm 
** sort of evidence," with himself: he will doubtless 
appreciate his honesty, in suppressing that part of 
the Professor's testimony which I have restored in 
brackets. And the exposer himself, if he still 
''claim the colophon" of the Coislinian manu- 
3cript, and cling to its advocate Montfaucon, under 
whose name he takes shelter,* may be referred, for 
his justification, to the umpire whom he has cho- 
sen ; he will teach him how to appreciate the evi- 
dence of a scribe, who presumes to talk about au- 
tographsy and furnish him with a specimen of the 
arrogance, with which a critic seems to have 
thought such evidence, and its retailers desen^ed 
to be derided. *' But I flatter myself," says Mr. 
Porson, ** that I can confirm your interpretation 
** from TertuUian himself, who quotes the origina- 
*' le instrurnentum Moj/si. .. .Nor is it wonderful 
** that the autograph of Moses should last to Tertul- 
" Han's time, when the autograph of Esdras has 
''lasted to the present day. For Montfaiccon saw 
" at Bologna a Hebrew manuscript^ which as ap- 
''peared from a memorandum in the middle of the 
*' book, was written by Esdras s own proper hand''^ 
Before I part with the note in the Marchalian 
manuscript, by which I confirmed my assumption, 
that *'Eusebius was a corrector of Scripture;" I 
beg to offer a few words on the substance and cre- 
dibility of its testimony. I have elsewhere shewn 
how it is confirmed by the internal evidence oiihc 

* Absurd Hypoth. exposed, p. 31. 
\ Porson 's Lett, to Travis, p. 277. 
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fnanuscript, to which it is subjoined, and have re- 
ferred to another vianuscript, from which it receives 
the confirmation of external evidence.* As on 
this subject 1 have given but a partial extract from 
De Rossi, to whose judgment I appealed; I shall 
here quote his testimony more fully, " Modo ad 
" Codicem [Ambrosianum] redeamus, qui hac epi- 
" grapke explicit; ' Descriptus est et effictus ex e.v~ 
" 'etnplari Eusebi't et Parophili.-)- Ad ejus scilicet 
"'norman, quod ipsi emendarunt ex bibliotheca 
"'Origenis.' Extant etiamnnm codices tionnulli 
" Graeci Hexaplares, qui sub finem dicuntur cor- 
" recti ab Eusebio et Pamphilo, Ejusmodi est co- 
" dex Jesuiticus, de quo niulta Montfaue. in Palie- 
" ogr. Graec. p. ^SS. In eo enim aiite Ezechielem, 
*' haec nota conspictur, nan^Ao; «; Eiin'^.-Jt ;j.«j9JCa.T5, 
" 'Pamphilua eiEusebius correxerunt.' In nostro 
" codice it dicuntur corrcvisse ex bibliotheca Orige- 
" nis, scilicet ex exemplaii Origenis manu descrip- 
" to et emendato, quod in ejus bibliotheca serva- 
"batur. Ita in comm. codice Grsco, non modo 
*' legitur eum correctum fuissc, ex Tetraplis Orige- 
"nis, quffi ejus manu emendata et scholiis illustra- 
*' ta, sed ejpressc Ettsebium ipswn scholia at^ectsse, 
" ut conjectari jam liceat scholia nostri codicis, 
" saltem pleraque, eumlevi Emebium habere aucto- 
" rem-X" To conclude after the exposer's manner; 
" I may assume, I apprehend, that De Rossi was as 

• Inquir. into Integr. of Gr. Vulg. p. 

f It should be ohaetved, that Eusebii 
tives of personal friendehip, took the 
own, and associated it with liis own, 
nhicli he published ; conf. H 
" £uselMus et Paraphilus tanlani 
" ut uuiua aniniie iiomines putes, 

I De Rossi, Spec, ined, Jlfisapl,. Biblior. V 
trajig, a vi, p. i, ed Paroi. 177t1. 
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' good a judge of evidence of this kind as himself;" 
and on his authority, " I repeal the assertion I for- 
" merly made," that " Eusebius was a professed 
" corrector of Scripture." 

4, It will not, I trust, now require much lime 
to decide, whether the invincible polemic, to whom 
I am opposed, has not been somewhat premature, 
in the trophies which he has raised to his victory 
over the Fabricator of" the Hyi)Othesis," — " That 
"Eusebius, Bishop and Historian, was an editor 
"and corrector, and (inafew passages,) a corrupter 
" of the Holy Scriptures." Some curiosity, how- 
ever, remains to be satisfied, as to what the victor, 
in a '■ cuntest so hard and so glorious" mems, 
when lie presumes to talk of its absurdity and ex- 

r)sure. yVnd, after a careful perusal of his tfiatrik, 
feel justified in stating, that we must be content 
to receive the following specimen, as the perfor- 
mance of his vaporing professions ; or believe, 
that, as a mere swaggerer, with all his blaster, 
"vires in ventum efl'udit." 

"According to the Fabricator," he obserreft 
" there was a discretionary power vested in Euse- 
" bins, to select out of the mass of canonical atid 
"apocryphal Scriptures, those chiefly which llB 
" conceived to be useful to the doctrine of the 
" Church. [1.] Constantine says, 'give orders to 
" ' the proper persons, to write out copies of the 
"'Holy Scriptures." [2.] Eusebius himself says, 
" that ' obedience instantly followed these com- 
"'mands.' [3.] The Fabricator, who knows 
" something of the state of Eusebius's study-table, 
" says, ' that he had before him a mass of canonical 
and apocryphal vo]unies, that he selected out of 
these what was iiseful and necessary to the 
doctrine of the Church,' that is, that he revised 




k '..l 

" the Canon of Scripture, or made one of his own. ^^M 

" before a single scribe could be directed to take ^^M 

" up a pen, and transcribe certain prototypes."* ^^^ 

The Fabricator, however ignorant of " the state 
" of Eusebius's study-table," knows atleast some- 
thing of Eusebius's " History ;" he flatters himself 
a little more too, than the classer of his Edicts 
and Letters acquired, by the perusal of the heads 
of his chapters. Presuming so far upon an ac- 
quaintance with his author, he thinks he has as- 
certained, that in the times of Eusebius and Con- 
stantine, the Canon was, strictly speaking, un- 
settled;! that it had its ^dispiiitd, as well as its 
^achiowleciged books, and that among the Jbrraer 
were included, the Epistles of James and Jude, 
the second of Peter, the second and third of John, 
and the book of Revelations. H lie is indebted to 
the same authority, for this further information, 

• Absurtl Ilypol.h. exjiosed, p. 18. 

+ The Canon of Scri|>ture wns not seuled, nor the term 
uaed, in tlie sense now ascribed to it, befcre llie year 300, 
when the Council of Laodicea tletermined, in a solemn act of 
Council, the Canonical Scripivres, by enumerating Ihem in its 
sixtieth Canon, Eusebius, in want of authority to give preci- 
sion to his language, calls the genuine Scriptures, " Catholic," 
(Eccl. Hist. III. iii. 80, 13.) and confounds the Apocryphal 
with the spurious, (Ibid. xxv. Hit, 4.) Rufinus, with more 
theological precision, than chronob^icat accuracy, renders is- 
So'^iKos, ID the preceding passage of his history, by Caitonicvi. 
Eusebius indeed uses the words U>!\r,iriafi>cii ^v^ktI&h xBriia, 
and with reference to the $criptiir«s (IJist. Hcci. VI. xxv. 
290, 13.) but the " Ecclmaslical Canon" or Rule, is yery 
different from (/ic Canon of Scripture," as directly appears 
from the contest. It means not an authorised collection of the 
SS. but " the rule " obseived in allowing certain books as au- 
thentic, or the ordinances of the Church. So Tetullian uses 
" regain " adv. Mare. IV. v. 406. and before him it is used by 
St. Paul, Gal. vi. 10. 

. II £«seb. Hist. Eccl. Ill, xsv. nil, 'JB. liy, J. 
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that under the title of Scnptures several i 
phal books were included, and read in sonie 
Churches ; particularly the Epistle of Barnabas, 
the Pastor of Hermas, and the first Epistle of Cle- 
ment to the Corinthians.* 

That the Fabricator is not wholly mistaken, in 
imputing some discrimination to Constantine, on 
the subject of the Canon, he appeals to the ever- 
memorable words, in which he addressed ike 
Council of Nice, " ihe Evangelical mid Apostolical 
"Books," says the Emperor, "and the oracles irf 
" the older Prophets have plainly taught us what 
*' we ought to think aliout God, Therefore laying 
"aside polemical contention, kt us take the gok- 
"tion of our inquiries from the "f inspired compo- 
" sitions.";]: These remarkable words, addressed 
to the first General Council, by the Prince, whose 
authority had convened it, are not merely valun- 
ble, as asserting the paramount authority of Ik 
Scriptures, in solving matters of controversy. They 
are no less valuable, as particularizing " the Evan^ 
" gelicaland Apostolical Books," (under which terms, 
the Canonical Scriptures were at the time, proper- 
ly distinguished from the Apocryphal,)^ as having 
this authority in the decision of controversy. 1b 
reference to the present dispute, it is to be obser- 
ved, that from these words of Constantine, Suicer 
takes his exemplification of ^o>( in the sense of 
doctrine; in expounding " xiyo. SennrnuVo., wcrfia divi- 
"nitus inspirata," by " doctrina evangelica Scrip- 
" turis comprehensa."|l And in this interpreta- 
tion, he is countenanced by "the Bishop and 

119, 1, 13. iii. 90, 15. xvii. 108. 3. 




] Const, ap. Theodor. Hist. Eccl. I. vii. 26, 43. 

'i Vid. luquU. JDto Gr. Vulg. p. 201. || Vid. aypr.^.tflff. [j 
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"Historian," to whom we are indebted, for the 
preservation of the forecited passage iu Constan- 
tine's oration. " These and such like things," de- 
clares Thedorit, "as a loving son, he proposed to 
*' the priesthood, as to fathers, recommending con- 
" sent in Hhe Apostolical doctrines. And the great- 
" est part of the Council obeyed his words, and 
*' embraced concord towards each other, and 
" ■\soundness of(loctrijte."'l 

Having obtained this insight into the true state 
of the Canon, and into the opinions of the Emper- 
or and Bishop respecting it ; we are now prepared 
to accompany the objector, and to inquire, (I) 
what Constantine says ; (2) what Eusebius says; 
and (3) what the Fabricator says, upon their au- 
thority. 

(1.) Constantine, desirous of being supplied 
with fifty copies of the whole body of the Scrip- 
tures, at a time when tlie Canon remained unde- 
termined by a solemn and public declaration of 
the Church, addresses himself to Eusebius in the 
following terms : " It seemed meet to suggest to 
" jour comideration, (jn C? '^""Oh prudence, serious 
"deliberation,) that you would order to be writ- 
" ten, . . .fifty bodies of the Scriptures, §of which 
" especially you know the instauration and use 
" to be necessary to \\the doctrine of the Church." 
The objector, who has been taught, by this time, 
the proper force of c-in^i^ and ^oy<'t, will now possi- 
bly discover, that by the former term, there was ^^k 
" a discretionary power vested in Eusebius ;" and ^^H 
that by the latter, the limits of this discretion ^^| 

t-'ire determined; as requiring " those Scriptures ^^H 

Tut aimfii\mut htyjiUTut ■n* ffViA^aitla,!. ^^^H 

' T^> Ti rSt hyiiajm iyiixt. t Theodor. ib. p. 27. ^^^| 
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especially, the instauration and use of which iie 
** knew to be necessary to the doctrine of Ae 
Church/' If the Emperor, in requiring "the body 
of the Scriptures," was desirous of obtaining the 

E^ayys^iKa* B»0Aoi xj 'A7roroX»xa^, which hc prOpOSCS tO the 

Council of Nice, for the decision of controversy, 
when " recommending consent in the Apostolical 
^^ doctrines r the instructions were sufficiently ex- 
plicit, for Eusebius to supply the Canonical Scrip- 
tures. If the Emperor's words are taken in a less 
definitive sense, the Bishop was left no discretion, 
but must have included in *' the body of the Scrip- 
*' tures," which he was required to compile, the 
writings of Barnabas, Clement and Hennas, which 
the Church, as then constituted, read "for in- 
"struction in manners," though never for "tte 
*^ establishment of doctrine r for, such was the test 
by which the Church then determined, as it is 
that by which it still determines, the Canonical 
from the Apocryphal Scriptures.* 

(2.) But a difficulty arises, according to the Ob- 
jector, from the expedition with which the Emper- 
or's commands were obeyed ; for he continues, 
" Eusebius himself says, that obedience instantly 
" followed these commands." By which, I pre- 
sume, we are to understand, that fifty copies of 
the whole body of the Scriptures were in an in- 
stant transcribed, and despatched to Constantino- 
ple. Let us, however, attend to what Constantino 
says, " It shall be thy care," are his words, " that 

* XXXIX Articles, art. \i. camp. £useb. uti supr. p. 
128. n.* It may be obsenred, by the way, that the Latin ver- 
siou of the Articles, which is equally authentic with the Em- 
glish ori^nal, and on the Latinity of which, great care was 
bestowed > renders the clause '' for the establishment of doe- 
trint/" with great propriety, « ad dogmata contirmanda/' 
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** the bodies of the Scriptures may be* compiled 
'* as soon as possible ;'' in which words, he merely 
adopts the common form in which the imperial 
mandates were generally delivered; *'Pra3cep- 
'* tum nostrum qxiantocyas compleatur."'|' If, in 
this form, the terms, (jaantocyus , i; T«%ir«, admitted 
of ambiguity, common sense would determine, 
that the degree of expedition must depend on the 
possibility of the case, not on the urgency of the 
order. We should be even justified in concluding, 
from the analogy of the case, that no more expe- 
dition was required, by this common form, than 
that with which the imperial mandates were usually 
obeyed ; and this supposition is so far confirmed 
by Eusebius, that in describing his expedition, he 
merely adopts the common terms used to express 
the prompt compliance with which those com- 
manas were generally executed. J: That great ex- 
edition was used by him, he was indeed natural- 
y disposed to impress upon his readers ; and he 
accordingly takes the most effectual means of 
gaining credit to his assertions. In informing 
them, *' that obedience ^/(^rf/rt^/YA followed the com- 
'* mand," he incidentally adds, " we having sent 
*^ the ternions and quaternions^ in volumes magnifi- 
** cently ornamented.** In which declaration, his 
allusion to **thc ternions and quaternions,'' or 
sheets of six or eight leaves, is wholly imperti- 
nent, if not intended to account for his speed, by 
insinuating that his work was executed by sheets, ana 

t Lactant. uti supr. p. 246. Euscb. Hist. Eccl. X. v. 402, 
22* 

I Euseb. ib. VIII. xvii. 403, 12. Vit. Const. II. xliii. 557, 

27. III. xxxiii. 507, 4. IV. xxxvii. 640, 25. 

§§_/ 
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{Consequently proceeded in the most expeditions 
fwanner he could have adopted. 

3.) The Fabricator now says, let the E, 
Jjcast a glance irom the titles of one or two chap- 
j ±ers* in Eusebius, to their contents, and thence 
tjearn, that, as the Bishop's opinion was already 
made up on the subject of the Canon, bis wort 
■was not likely to be delayed, by the time taken to 
separate the acknowledged books from the dispu- 
ted. Let him then follow up the hint which I 
have given him, that the work might have proceed- 
ed by sheets, and thus learn, how its progress was 
as little likely to be impeded, by its undergoing! 
revisal. Let him, therefore, if his sagacity is com- 
petent to the task, only conceive, that a sheet, 
when taken from an ordinary copy, might be col- 
lated with one more correct, and, if necessary, 
he marked with the titles and sections ; that it 
might be then passed to the scribes in succession, 
to be copied by them, in their order, and the same 
course be pursued with every succeeding sheet, 
until the whole Canon was revised and copied.| 
As the task of revising the vulgar text might at 
least keep pace with its transcription ; the calcula- 

• Euseb. Hist. Ecd. III. iii. 89, zi.iv. 115. xxv. llfi. TL 
xxvi. 289, &c. 

-|- When the number of Scribes is conaidered, which Eutebf- 
DB must have employed, to execute, 'as quickly a^ possibk,' 
the Enipeiors maudate ; the inutility, not to mention the impos- 
sibility, of placing a complete copy of the Bible before eacb a( 
them, affords sufficient grounds for concluding, that some coucK 
similar to that described above, must ha*e been adopted by the 
Bishop. As the copies vere to be beautifully executed, th^ 
must liave been written in an uniform hand, and must tavc 
consequently occupied fifty scribes in the work of transcription. 
To insure tneir wniformily and corrcctaess, it was necessaiy 
that they should be copied from one exemplar, and that if 
should futve nnderffone a revisal. 
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tion may be thence easily made, how far the Fabri- 
cator's notion of the worlt's undergoing a revisal 
is at variance with the historian's account of the 
speed, with which it was completed. For thus it 
may possibly be discovered, that before the 
scribes were set to work, it was not necessary to 
compile a volume, but would be sufficient to revise 
a sheet, which consisted of precisely twelve pages, 
if it was a ternion, and of sixteen, if it was a qua- 
ternion. If the objector now fails to ascertain, the 
reader will, without doubt, perceive whose absur- 
dity it is that he has exposed, in drawingthis con- 
clusion for his opponent; " Eusebius revised the 
" Canon, or made one of his mm, before a single 
" scribe cimld be directed to take up a pen to trans- 
" cribe certain prototypes." 

Other absurdities of the same family, begotten 
with equal ingenuity, aud fathered upon the Fab- 
ricator of the hypothesis, receive, from their saga- 
cious author, a correspondent exposure. Worked 
up to the merry mood, by the triumphs which he 
has, by this time, obtained over his opponent, he is 
now pleased to act the wag. In a lively effort, 
which is probably intended for wit, he accordingly 
strings together a number of broken and disjointed 
sentences, extracted from different parts of my 
work ; and apparently much entertained with the 
nonsense which he creates, facetiously terms it 
" the Fabricator's fable." The Fabricator unhap- 
pily knows it to be his lot, that what he writes 
must be purely fables to those who remain in pro- 
found ignorance of the authorities from wliich it 
is derived ; or peruse them with the profit of the 
celebrated Ahh6 of Yves ; who had the shrewd- 
ness, however, to guess, that he was not more un- 
fortunate than the common herd of mankind, when 
he candidly owned of what he read, " j'ai cru en 
" deviner quelque chose, et je n'ai pas entendu le 
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How many of those which were baptized, had esca- 
ped the infection of Arianiam, and were disposed 
to preler the copies in which the contested texts 
were retained '! (3) How many of those who hap- 
pened to be both orthodox and baptized, were cri- 
tics sufficient to detect even the most clumsy htera- 
ry fraud ? (4) How many of those ,who were com- 
petent to discover, and disposed to disapprove of 
the omission, had the power of dragging the cri- 
minal author of it to light. On the Jirsl of those 
interrogatories the Objector has already received a 
hint, from " Eusebius, Bishop and Historian," when 
describing the last moments of Constantine, the 
Great ; and he shall soon receive an inuendo on 
the same subject, from another Bishop, who 
flourished in the same age. On the second, let 
him take the testimony of St. Jerome, speaking of 
the contemporaries of the orthodox Bishop of 
Cajsarea: " eo tempore quo totum OrkyUetn, ex- 
"cepto Papa Athanasio atque Paulino, Ariamrum 
" et Euiiomiaiiorum hevresis possidebat."* On the 
third, let him be informed by Theodorit.f " Bishop 
"and Historian," that even of Tatian's " corrup- 
" tions of the Holy Scriptures," many readers who 
embraced Jthe Apostolical doctrines, were such 
accurate judges, that they used his copies, having 
^no suspicion of foul play. On the fourth, he 
may be again dismissed, for information to St, Je- 
rome ; who informs us of "Eusebius Bishop and 
" Historian," " Ecclesiasticam pulchre Eiisehius 
" hisionzxa iexmX, . . . .impielatis Arii apertisxiniwi 
" propugnator :"* who, even in his continuation of 
the orthodox " Bishop and Historian's Chronolo- 
" gy," thus speaks of his patron ; " Constanthms, 
"extremo vitte sueb tempore, ab Eusebio Nicome- 

' S. Kier. adv. Joan. HieroB. Op. Tom. III. p. 213. 
t Theodor. H»r. Fab. Op. Tom. IV. p. 20«. 

i 2 
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not only explained by Eusebius,* but in reference 
to the subject of the Scriptures, and even in expo- 
sition of the very texts to which St. Paul refers. 
As they are applied by Coustantine not merely to 
a Bishop, but while addressing him on the same 
subject ; the objector may now possibly discover, 
whether, on such an occasion, thest; scriptural term 
were used in a scriptural sense, or with the signifi- 
cation which they are assigned in his wise and 
pertinent lucubrations, upon " honormy titles." 

2. That " Eusebius, Bishop and Historian, was 
" an editor of the Holy Scriptures," even in the 
arbitrary and unjustifiable sense, which the ob- 
jector imposes on the word edition, there is not 
ground for a moment's controversy ; however he 
may have discovered the position to be not merelj' 
erroneous but absurd. In explanation of that 
term, he informs us, that "a copy of the Scrrp- 
" tures with a list of Scripture texts, was an edi- 
" tion ; or with a comparison of other texts, was 
" an edition." It unfortunately happens to be the 
case, that ioi/i of these requisites are found \n.tht 
Canons, prefixed by Eusebius to the New Testa- 
ment, which is the only subject of our present 
dispute, as it was that of my original inquiry. 
They comist of "a list of all the Scripture texts'" 
of the Evangelists, disposed in ten Harmonica! 
Tables ; and they are arranged in such a manner, 
as to exhibit the texts of one Gospel " ia compari- 
" son with the texts " of the other Gospels, which 
coincide with them in subject. As the texts of 
Scripture are expressed in these tables merely by 
numerical references, agreeing with correspondent 
references in the margin of the Gospels ; they 

• Euseb. Com. in Es. xxix. 15. Nov. Collect. Patr Too- 
II. p. 472, 6. Id. Praep. JEvangel. XI. v. 613, b— d. 
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The importance of the Epistle of Constantine, 
and " the Edict of Milan," on which I have so long 
detained the reader's attention, must plead my 
apology, for the extent to which ray observations 
on those interesting documents have been pro- 
tracted. That the coutrovertist with whom it is 
my lot to be implicated, may appreciate the obli- 
gation under which he is individually laid, by my 
courtesy, in having condescended to debate the 
question with him on his own grounds, and enter- 
ed so minutely into the merits of his objections, I 
have to solicit, for a few moments longer, his par- 
ticular attention. The following pages are dedi- 
cated to the specific object of shewing him, with 
how much ease, the controversy which he has 
moved might have been decided, and the absurdity 
of its mover exposed. 

1. He is to be informed, that the words ""»■'! 
and ?.n=v, which form the main objects of his attack, 
are purely Scripture terms; the nj'^ 'IDS of the 
Old Testament, rendered by the revisers of the 
Greek version stne'sehs ao'toi.* As familiarly 
joined in the Sacred Text, they are connected, by 
St. Paul, in the sense of "intelligence" and 
" doctrine," 1 Cor. i. 18, 19. J AO'rosyij t5 i-a^gS Ti.r; 

tt ?ro7aBf..'ms ft^^jlB Jr TE'PAnTAl 7A5 ri* STN'EZIN t£. 

Cvrtrs, ifl.Ti™. And in the same sense, they are 

* Vid. MoDtfagc. Hexapl. Orig. in Prov, i. 2. et ibi not, 
Procop. 
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US may find it done to their hands, in Jerotni 
Chrysostome.* I have elsewhere observed, that 
of tlie five passages of Scripture which are in dis- 
pute, tiL-Q are otnitted in Eusebius's Canons; id 
on this subject the inquirer may be likewise refe> 
red for the gratification of his curiosity, to tlie 
last-cited Fathers.! 

From these authorities, the Esposer of "the 
" Absurd Hypothesis, that Eusebius was an editor 
" and corrupter of the Scriptures," may learn wilt 
what sentiments the exposed regarded the lan- 
guage in which the objections to it were stated; 
even before the shallowness of the objector's read- 
ing and weakness of his proofs had evinced liii I 
utter incompetence to form an opinion on the sub- 
ject. He may thence collect, with what eff«l 
upon the risible faculties of his opponent, the very 
first sentence in which he opened his *' examina- 
"tion" was attended. "The crime which has 
" been imputed to Eusebius of Caesarea, is a mere 
" creation of fancy ;— with what derision the last 
paragraph was perused, in which he closed his 
"exposure;" — "If Eusebius had made erasuret 
"in the mss. ordered to be copied, the probability 
" is very great the fraud would have been detect- 
" ed in his own age." That the vindicator oi 
"the Bishop and Historian" may fully appreciate 
the value of his defence, he has yet to enjoy the 
consolation of hearing, that if he had not failed in 
it, by the most deplorable incompetence, his 
client must have come forth acquitted of the 
" crime," by having the charge substantiated 
against him of being k«t' iJox''i '* traitor. " Tradi- 

■ S. Hler. Prajf. in Pentateuch. Tom. III. p. 341, g. 
Chryaoat. Tom. XI. p. 606. b. 
t St. Hier. ib. p, 416. S. Chrysost. Tom. II. p. sag. 
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** tores; noT-'ilox^r sic dicmitur qui secrela Jidci pro- 
"pria detegunt et reserant. Vocari potest talis 
" K'P "hy, REVELA'roit AitCANOHiiM, Sanhed. p. 
" 203, quo sensu "IDID appellatur novus ex Judaeo 
" Cliristianorum proselytus."* 

The controversy being thus set upon the only 
ground on wbicli it merits, even for a moment, the 
consideration of a scholar; it is now worth the 
experiment to try, whether ample justice may liot 
be done, in as short a space, to the pretences of the 
controvertist who has presumed to contest it ; 
even while he is allowed every advantage, arising 
from his having the choice of his ground in con- 
testing it. I formerly had occasion to observe to 
him, that his moral and intellectual qualifications 
in polemics were pretty nearly on a level. It 
now remains to be seen, with what facility this 
charge may be substantiated, from a review of 
tack of the topics which he has selected for the dis- 
play of his controversial powers. 

1. A fundamental position, involving some im- 
portant consequences, and labored by him with 
no ordinary pains, is laid down by him, in tlie fol- 
lowing terras ; " The Emperor (Constantine) ac- 
" cording to established usage, in his private com- 
" munication, by letter, used the Greek language ; 
" but in forming and promulgating Edicts, he used 
" the Latin, the language appropriated to the 
" Laws'' To establish this point, an induction is 
made by him, of the Edicts and Letters preserved 
by Eusebius, which at least claims for its author 
the merit of having carefully read through Euse- 
bius's History. Unfortunately, to the very lirst 
examples which he has selected of imperial tetters 
written in Greek, the Historian has prefixed a 

■ Ilotling. Tlies. Philo!. Lib. I. cap. i. p, 10. 
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positive declaration, witicli may be found. Book 
X. ch. ii. p. 403, 1. 26, that they were " tramlatd 
"from the Latin." And thus ends this learned 
induction in proving, that its diligent author had 
acquired so mucli knowledge of Eusebius's wort, 
as was attainable by perusing the titles prefixed 
to his chapters. I?lven among these titles, one 
may be found, Book X. ch. v. p. 480, 1. 39, in 
which his fundamental position receives an impli- 
cit contradiction ; though it required but an ordi- 
nary share of information to understand it, even of 
this slender qualification this learned polemic 
proves to he destitute. 

So much for the intellectual qualifications em- 
ployed in the discussion of this point ; that the 
moral do not fall much behind, wdl appear from 
the following observations. Among the first ex- 
amples of Imperial Edicts and Letters, preserved 
in Eusebius's Hhtory, occurs an Edict of the Em- 
peror Maximin, published in Grcch,* and a Lettn 
of the same Emperor addressed to the Prefect Sa- 
binus in Latin.-\ By these documents the faUilj 
of both positions in the objector's concluBion, 
relative to "the established usage," observed t^ 
the Emperors in framing and publishing their im- 
perial constitutions, was demonstrated; both of 
those documents are accordingly excluded from his 
induction, whether through honesty or inadvertence 
is submitted to the decision of the reader. At 
the very head of the documents of the same kind, 
preserved in Eusebius's Biography, one occurs, 
which expressly unites in itself the characters of 
a LawX and a LeUer,% and happens to have been 



' Hist. Eccl. IX. p. 446. vid. Rem. supr, p, 
+ Ibid. p. 452. Rem. ibid. 
I Euseb, Vit. Conal. II. p. 548. 1. 2. ti. 
5 Ibid. p. 557. I. 27. * 
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published in Greek and Latin. Tiiis was unfortu- 
nate : as in furnishing an example of a Ltiiv pub- 
lished in Greek, and a Letter written in Latnn, it 
leveled a fatal stroke at our polemic's fundamen- 
tal position ; " that the Letters were written m 
"Greek, the Laws promulgated in Latin." But 
a little shuffling soon set every thing right. After 
having the title prefixed to it by Eusebius, an 
" Imperial iaw to the Provincials of Palestine," 
changed into " Constantine's profession that he 
"ascribed his victories to God;" it is shifted in 
the Exposer's induction, from the first place to 
the fourth; and to baffle the detection of this 
deliberate fraud, another is committed, in direct- 
ing the reader to its place in Eusebius's worlc, by 
a false reference ; " p. 348 " being put for p. 548. 
2. In opposing my rendering of ^^^^^aai tS sHr 
<fnVEs the first of the two phrases in Eusebius 
which are in dispute ; the following objection was 
urged, as giving the controversy its quietus : " In 
*' the close of the same letter, [a letter from Con- 
" stantine to the Bishops of Antioch] we have the 
" words which Mr. N. translates ' submit to your, 
' ' ' consideration ' . . . , J'i^:ic^a. tS o-u.iVii 'rmn'ti .... and 
*' in another passage, ' Youn Synesis will be able' 
*' . . . .JB.Sffilai 'YMiTNi <ri»s-.[."* Small as the de- 
gree of information is, which is competent to dis- 
cover, that zht in the passage quoted by Mr. N. is 
a possessive pronoun, with the signification of 
"youit," and 'YMffN, in the passages quoted by 
Dr. F. is a personal pronoun, with the signification 
"of you:" even of so slender a qualification, as 
was necessary to perceive this distinction, which 
proves the futility of the objection, this learned 
critic proved himself to be unpossessed. 

* Case of Eusebius esaniitied, p. ft. 
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In reply to ttus objection, 1 bad ob^e.ryied; tjt^ 
" the phrase S^>.Sff(n tS truKV.. Cf.ii,, (_i. e. si^^y .to t^ 
" intelligence 0/ j/o«) would be as inad/ni^siWeiii 
"English as it is in Greek, and could be onlytt- 
"ken in the sense which the objectpr ascrjbpilto 
"it, (sigmfy to Your Intelligences,) by vjolatins 
" the commonest principles of grammar." Herc 
again, by the assistance of a little shuffiiag, evsj 
thing was set right. Tofittlie (Jreek extract S.!;*i™ii 
ffti^.Vi. i^zt, cited by the objector, to his Englisli 
translation, ("signify to Your I/iteliigeffces,")V^. 
answering to youh, is dishonestly nuzzJed in; 
and in violation of Eiisebius's text, as well asd 
my quotation of it, the above objection is citel, 
with the following improvement; " the phits 
" J,i>.;ffa. TB sHr iTUHrii £,«;., would be as inadmissibli 
"in English as it is in Greek,"* &c. 

3. In refutation of my translation of the secoal 
phrase in Eusebius, which is in dispute, t»» tpb* 

the objector proposed the amended version, "yw 
"know the preparation and use to be necessa^ 
" in consideration of, having regard to the uaUR 
" and constitution of the Church."f Small u 
the share of information is which would qualifrili 
possessor to know, that, by the rules of eveq 
grammar, adjectives, like i.ayxa/ar, attended wi^i 
noun in the dative, necessarily govern it iu ^ 
case; yet, even of this slender qualification, t^fil 
him for a controvertist, this critic proved hinj^' 
unpossessed. 

in objecting to the foregoing amended transla- 
tion, I had observed, that " the manner in which 
"its author wrests -xShiy^ from its dependence 

■ Absurd Hypoth, exposed, p. 15, 
f Case of Etueb, gaaniiaed. p. tf. 
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^ mf»yKaixt tlvat would (lisgracc a «chooI-boy, who 
: *^ had exercised his talent for two years iu the 
, *' acquirement of Greek." With an attachment to 
truth, equal to the regard for honesty which has 
t>een so recently displayed, he informs us in reply, 
that *' he neither separated nor joined them, nor 
^'considered their grammatical relation to one 
r *^ another atall, for of this he had no doubt.''* I 
will not say let any school-boy, but let any 
boarding-school girl be interrogated, whether 
" nature and constitution," in the foregoing trans- 
lation, depend on the adjective *' necessary," or 
on the prepositions ** of" or ** to," and the an- 
swer will, / have no doubt, fully prove, that the 
information and veracity diHi)layed by the author 
of this reply to my objection are alike creditable 
to his talents and principles. 

4. I have already done justice incidentally to 
the learning displayed by the exposer in his next 
objection to my hypothesis, so far as it asserted, 
that ^' Eusebius was an editor of the Scriptures." 
ITiis position we have seen denounced by him, as 
not merely erroneous but '' absurd ;" and for tliis 
learned and valid reason, that the author of the 
Eusebian Canons had 7iot prefixed to his copy 
^* a list of Scripture texts,'* nor exhibited them 
*' with a companson of other texts of Scripture." 
I once more advert to the subject, to give the ob- 
jector the benefit of another remark. He is still 
therefore to be told, that however his learned dis- 
cussion, upon ** the nature and constitution " of 
an edition^ lias failed in its intentions ; it has suc- 
ceeded, to a miracle, in establishing this credita- 
ble fact, that on a ms. copy of the Greek or Latin 
Vulgate he never can have laid his eyes. For 

* Abtfurd IJjrpotb* cxpotted, p. 15. 
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had either been viewed but with moderate atteF^ 
lion, it must have been discovered, that in Erne- 
bius's Canonsy which are prefixed to the Gospels, 
no less than two of the requisites, which he deems 
necessary to constitute an edition, are actually 
found. 

As supplementary to my assumption, respecting 
the edition of Eusebius, 1 had likewise asserted its 
dispersion ; and in the first place in which I made 
the assertion, had confirmed it by a reference to a 
passage in Constantine's ** Life." In exposing 
the absurdity of my hypothesis, the author faith- 
fully copies the first part of my assertion; but 
with his usual honesty, takes care that the part of 
it which discloses, that '' the Emperor had been 
*' at considerable pains, and expence to multiph/ 
** copies of the Scriptures," shall be quietly thrust 
out of sight. The authority thus produced in 
favor of my assertion, is however picked up by 
him in his next paragraph, for the purpose of 
informing us, from it, that ** Constantine, out of 
*' the royal treasure furnished a great many 
" copies." In making this disclosure, it must be 
however acknowledged, that he sustains his cha- 
racter for consistency; for the fact, explicitly 
stated by the Emperor's biographer, that he not 
only *' multiplied," but ''passed a laio to multiply 
*' the Scriptures,'' is again dishonestly suppressed. 

From the preceding specimens of his qualifica- 
tions to engage in honorable warfare, this polemic 
may learn, how fully any adversary would be jus- 
tified, in bringing the contest, into which he 
entered, to a summary close. To entitle me to 
treat with silent contempt any challenge, which 
may be hereafter offered, by a champion so rarely 
gifted, I shall dwell a little longer on a subject. 
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from which it may be conceived I am ambitious to 
be relieved, as it is calculated only to awaken the 

fainful feelings of indignation and disgust. Were 
to enter into a perfect exj)osure of the miserable 
quibbling which he exhibits in every line, of the 
wretched shuffling with which he labors in every 
paragraph to evade or pervert the truth, I should 
be sentenced to the hard labor of composing a 
volume, which, when it was written, few would 
be found sufliciently patient to read. I shall 
therefore content myself with raising a small tro- 
phy to his merits, as a scholar ; and to avoid the 
imputation of partiality, in selecting the subject of 
my panegyric, take a leading tonic of the pre- 
sent controversy, and one that lie has himself 
chosen, in order to render me a like service to 
that, which it is now my ambition to return. 

With a view toMevel in the dust the literary 
consequence of *' the Fabricator of the Absurd 
** Hypothesis :" — violent hands are laid by him, 
upon *' an Imperial Comtitution,'' which I had 
cited, as '• published by the same authority," as 
the Letter addressed by Constantino to Eusebius, 
on the subject of the Scriptures. All the circum- 
stances which could evince ignorance in the scio- 
list, who had unwittingly blundered upon so 
extraordinary a document, without being aware of 
its history and importance, he holds up to the 
light; bringing it triumpliantly forth, in all its 
honors, as '* the celebrated Edict of Toleration^ pro- 
*' mulgated at Milan y^ 

A tract, as large as that which it has been my 
hard fate to be compelled to write, would, without 
exaggeration, be necessary to do ample justice to 
the incompetency of which this subject, but inci- 

* Absurd Hypoth. exposed, p. 0, 
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dentally introduced into the controversy, has oc- 
casioned the display. I have elsewhere done jus- 
tice to the learning which the Exposer eixhibits on 
tJie subject of " the authority " by which this Con- 
stitution was published, and to the learned dis- 
crimination which he has evinced, in referring it to 
its proper class among edicts or letters.* Nor 
have I time to mention more than incidentally the 
controversial experience which he displays, in his 
confident assertion, that the author of the tract 
** De Mortibus Persecutorum,'' in which it is pre- 
served, '' may or may not be Lactantius;"')' and with 
which, after the question has been laid at rest, in 
the controversy between the Benedictine le 
Nourry, and De Lestocq of the Sorbonne, he bids 
us, for the satisfaction of our doubts, " see Sir J. 
"Dalrymple's learned and acute investigation of 
"this question.''^ On one learned paragraph, 
which an expression in this Constitution has elici- 
ted from him, due attention has already been 
bestowed ; and I trust, it has been shewn,^ that 
every position in it is an error. My present limits 
merely admit of my attention being directed to 
the title^ in which he has emblazoned its honors ; 
of which I have now to observe, that, with the 
exception merely of the expletives, it contains ati 
6rror only in every word. For (1) this Consti- 
tution has not been " celebrated." (2) it was no 
" Edict," (3) it was no Edict " of toleration ;" and 
(4) it was not " promulgated at Milan ;" 

1. Where we may discover' the place, in which 
this Constitution has been ** celiebrated," is a sub- 
ject, respecting which some curiosity may bd 
reasonably expressed. Lactantius and Eusebius 

* Addit. Rem. supr. p. 45 seq. f Absufd Hyjpoth. p. 6.' 
X Ibid. § Addit. Rem. supr. p. 70. 
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by whom it is preserved, were so grossly insensi- 
ble to its celeoritj/, that in introducing it to our 
notice, they bestow upon it not a syllable of praise. 
The most favorable opportunity presented itself 
to Socrates, who commences his history from the 
time of Diocletian and Maximian's abdication,* in 
the year 303, to insert in his narrative this ** cele- 
**brated" document, which was promulgated in 
the year 313; but sadly blind to its merits, he 
deigns not to bestow upon it a word. What is yet 
more extraordinary, llufinus, the translator and 
oontinuer of Eusebius's History, while it presented 
itself in his original, has wholly discarded it from 
his version, nor deemed it worthy of a remark ; 
though he has condescended to translate into 
Latin, from the version of Eusebius in Greek, the 
Edict of Galerius, which is also preserved by Lac- 
tantius. The fact is, that the secret influence of 
Licinius, who was a concealed but deadly enemy 
to Christianity,'!' reduced this Constitution, which 
was promulgated in his dominions, to a dead letter : 
and thus it happened, that the glories of this 
'' celeb rented Edict" were wholly eclipsed by the 
splendoi* of the Constitution addressed by Con^ 
stantine to the Provincials of Palestine, which was 
the first measure in favor of Christianity, of which 
the Eastern provinces felt the solid effects.'J: 

(2) I have elsewhere fully shewn, and confirmed 
the assertion by the highest authority, that this 
document was no * Edict,' but an Imperial Letter. 
I shall now merely quote, upon this subject, the 
testimony of Lactantius, by whom it has been 
preserved. In introducing it to our notice, he 

• Socrat. Hist. Eccl. T. ii. «. 5. f I J. iW<l- T. iii. 8, 13. 

J £u«eb, Vit. Const. II. xx. 546, 4. 
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prcl'aces it with the following words : '' Licinius 

'' Constantino atque ipso ter Consulibus, de 

'' restituenda Ecclesia hujusmodi litteras ad Pr«si- 
*' dem datas, proponi jussit."* And he dismisses 
it with the following remark ; " his litteris propo- 
'* sitis, etiani verbo hortatus est, ut conventicula 
"• in statum pristinum redderentur/'t And though 
this document is generally designated by the mo- 
derns as an edict, the author before us is not enti- 
tled to the benefit of their authority, ?is it is no 
where so termed by them, when the cjuestioil was 
moved which he agitates, whether it was to be 
classed as an edict or letter. 

(3) That this document was no ' Edict of tokra- 
* tion,' but a Constitution for the plenary restitution 
of the Church, may be collected from the forecited 
words of Lactantius, who characterises it fully and 
distinctly, as ''de restituenda Ecclesia litterae,"! 
specifying the main object of it§. promulgation, 
V ut conventicula in pristinum statum redderen- 
'*tur."§ And this statement the language in 
which it is constructed fully confirms: ** Atque 
'' hoc insuper in personam Christianorum statuen- 
" dum esse censuimus, quod si eadem loca, ad 
'*qu8e antea convenire consueverant, .... priore 
'' tempore, aliqui vel a fisco nostro, vel ab alio 
'' quocumque, videntur esse mercati, eadem Ckrii- 
" tianis, sine pecunia, et sine ulla pretii petitione, 
'' postposita omni frustratione atque ambiguitate, 
' ' re6tituantur,''\\ &c . 

(4) Where it has been learned, that this Consti- 
tution was '* promulgated at Milan,'' is a point on 
which some curiosity may be reasonably express- 
ed. Eusebius offers not a word upon the sub- 

* Lactant. uti supr. p. 644. f Id. ibid. p. 246« 

t Id. ibid. § Id. ibid. II Id. ibid, p. 245. 
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ject, and Lactantius delivers himself upon it, irt 
the following terms ; '* Licinius .... JSkomediam 
'* ingressus, . . . . die Iduum Juniarum. . . .hujus- 
*' modi litteras ad Praesidem ddit^LB proponijussit.''^ 
And Dodwell and Du Pin, no mean authorities, 
having occasion to mention it, accordingly repre- 
sent it as promulgated at Nicomedia, not Milan. 
The former expresses himself, in reference to it, as 
follows : " Victus a Licinio Maximinus, in Campo 
**sereno die 30. Aprilis: edictum Constantini ct 
*' Wcmn pro pace Nicomedia* propositum Ju7l dHi.''1f 
And the latter, in determining the duration of the 
Diocletian persecution, which the promulgation of 
this constitution was intended to stay, fully ac- 
quiesces in the justice of this observation : fixing. 
the period of its cessation, after Lactantius, to the 
13th of June ;% the day of its promulgation at Ni- 
comedia. When it is known that in that part of 
the empire of which Milan was the capital, the 
persecution had long abated, while it raged in 
those provinces of which Nicomedia was the scat 
of government ; this statement will be acknow- 
ledged to be not merely probable but true. ** And 
** so," to perpetrate the fame of this ** celebrated " 
document in the phraseology of my opponent, 
*' end the history and adventures " of '' the cclc- 
** brated Edict, the Edict of Toleration, promulga- 
** ted at Milan.'* 

When I contemplate these and similar achieve- 
ments of the same skilful hand, will the suri)risc 
and indignation appear unaccountable, with which 
I pause to ask, in Zanga's words, 

" Is this the hand that smote me V* 

* Lact ibid. p. 244. t Dodw. Cliron. Pcrscc. ad an. 313. 
t Du Piu, int. Moii. Vet. ad schism, Donat. pert. p. H4. 

V 2 
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Can this be the person, who pretends to "«■ 
"amine" my hypothesis; who presumes to up- 
braid " the labricator of it," with " bad argumenl 
" and imperfect information ?" In the silly exhi- 
bition which he must now make in his own eyes, 
1 forbear to ask himsef, can this be the man »la 
lias the confidence to arraign my " hypothesi8''li 
" absurd ;" who has the front to talk of its " expo- 
" sure ?" 

In taking a final leave of such an opponent, 
I make no apology for the strain in which I have 
conducted my defence- If it be thought ItiJl 
I have employed in it unnecessary asperity; let 
this splended and powerful sentence be my vindi- 
cation : "Hoe et ratio doctis, et necessitas barba- 
" ris, et mos gentibus, et feris natura ipsa pre- 
"scripsit, ut omnem semper vim, quacunqueope 
" possent, a corpore, a capite, a vita ipsa prorrtl- 
" sarent." The original cause of the provocatiia 
which has reduced me to this necessity, I amool 
solicitous to investigate; nor am I desirous to is- 
quire into the motives, which, after a lapse of fiw 
years, have occasioned its being renewed. I amir- 
deed assured, by those who have conie within tlie 
sphere of my opponent's intercourse, that itniaj 
be easily discovered in his temper and inannen: 
to which I am further told, the disappointmentof 
hopes, of which no man but himself can diseoVa 
the foundation, has given a sourness and distof- 
tion, not congenial even to his " nature and CM- 
"stitution." In the distribution of professional 
honors and emoluments, the hard-earned pit- 
tance which has fallen to my lot has surely beep 
•neither so suddenly bestowed, nor exorbitant in 
its value, as to move any mans envy or discon- 
tent. He lias indeed inlbnned me, that " oBmr 
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merits, such as they arc, he abstains from im- 
posing a name/' In returning the compliment, 
he must be told, that when his deserts shall find 
an adequate recompense and name, I am with- 
held by no scruples from stating what will be the 
award, though 1 choose to express myself in the 
words of the poet, 

Pcra, polenta, tribon, ba( ulus, scyphus, arcta supellcx, 
Ista fuit Cynici, 

Supplementary Remark 
on the Rxposers concluding Note, 

I HAVE already done juHtice (sunr. p. 123.) to the ingenuity 
and honesty displayed l)y the oojcctor, in reprcKcnting; Mr. 
J'orson, (when rei'crring to a Hul)scripiion found in two imf{, 
one of which he is particular in dtating that he '' had seen/') 
as employing ** the same sort of evidence " with himself, when 
referring to a subscription, which had been particularly ob- 
jected to, as found only in one ms. 

On this subject, one or two remarks yet remain to be made. 
In reference to a clause, in this nerfectly unique subscription, 
which I had traced to one of Eumalim's Prefaces, we are now 
gravely informed, that ** it is a precatoryyormu//x of which there 
**i%n. great variety in the ancient ms." these further particu- 
lars being added, — that '' in the example cited [by out author] 
•• from FeWs Preface to the New Testament, the adjuration 
** was to be faithfully preserved, by all subsequent transcri- 
•* bers/* Absurd Hypoth. exposed, p. 32. Among the mss. 
exhibiting this <' great variety,*' as some dozens have without 
doubt fallen in the way of so experienced a critic, he is now 
challenged to state where one may be found. 

On the subject of ** the example cited from FeWn Pre- 
** faee^^^ some curious particulars remain to be disclosed. Our 
learned critic is therefore to be informed, that '* the adjuration 
'' there faithfully preserved, has been translri red '* into the Bish- 
op's Preface, not indeed from an ancivtit im. but from a 
certain rare, though printed work, entitled ** the History of Eu- 
" sebins, Bishop of Ca^sarea,'* and may be found, by the curious 
inquirer, in Book V. ch. xx. p. 238. 1. 0. having been there 
most ** faithfully '^ copied from a minor tract of 8t. Iroaicut ! 
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LETTER I. 

ON THE 

TEXT or THE HEAVENLY WITNESSES. 



To the Editor of the Christian Remembrancer. 

SIR, 

When I undertook the defence of the Received 
Text, of which the Heavenly Witnesses form so 
remarkable a part, it was my endeavor to separate 
from the confused mass of evidence by which I 
found it condemned, the genuine testimony by 
■which it was properly supported. It was my ob- 
ject to prove, by a labored induction, that as the 
Greek and Latin Churches were the first deposi- 
tories, they were the natural guardians of the sa- 
cred trust, and that their testimony to its integrity 
was irresistiby conclusive. 

As subsidiary to this para.mount object, I en- 
deavored to shevf, that to whatever account the 
testimony of other Churches might be turned, in 
the classification of manuscripts, their evidence 
on any contested doctrinal point, was wholly un- 
deserving of credit : and that the principle which 
gave weight to that testimony, as far as it rested 
on the assumption, that the witnesses were ancient 
and separate, supplied every person who was but 
moderately versed in the history of the Sacred 
Text, with meet subject of derision.* 



' To this observation a 
challenge of the coiitrovei li 
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It is, I hope, at present unnecessary toento 

f)articularly into a subject, which is elsewhen 
landled in detail, and which is now mentioDo) 
principally with a view to stating, that from the 
comparative testimony of the two Churches, wb 
were the accredited vouchers for the inspired 
Word, the defence of the Heavenly Witnesses had 
arisen. I should need a little of that fondness fa 
repetition, with which your patience has been lat- 
terly tried, to enable me to recapitulate, gravelv 
and methodically, all the particulars, arising from 
their comparative testimony, which led to the con- 
firmation of the disputed passage. I shall again 
venture to believe it only necessary to state, thai 

tended to Jo justice, in which he proclaimed, that he vrBa"pn' 
*' pared to evince, that the versiom must have been made ttw 
" tUBs, of diffi^eHt classes, and coiled upon me to dispute Ik 
" ground with him." On this method of refutation it may be 
well conceived, it was deemed unnecessary to waste a rantiVl 
particularly as it must appear, from the slightest smatteriuil 
the subject, that the point on which this swaggerer wu tn 
disposed to display his valor, was yielded in the concessoi, 
That " the versioDS might be turned to account ia the clasafiei- 
" tion uf manuscripts." On thi.s principle, as indisputable, 1 hii 
in Fact proceeded, in my Inquiry into the Integrity of theGt 
Vulgate, to distribute the Greek mss. into " dilTerent classes.'' 
A» the egpedieucy of the controversy which was thus vatorov- 
ly provoked, must be consequently obvious to the least infonntd 
leader ; tlieoiiental scholar mayjudge of the promise atltarmj 
which it held out. from the observations with which we vien 
gratified on the Ethiopic and Syriac versions. Tii a. discussiM 
upon the use of the article, at tiie close of 1 John v. 8. the 
jector rej'ers to Griesbach, for authority on ill omisnion in the 
£thiopic ; observing that " he had not the version by him, ti) 
inspect it himself:" Chr. Hem. for March, p. 138. The En- 
glish reader, will doubtless hear with some surprise, that the 
JEthiojtic has no articles. On this subject, I shall merelyquote 
^ wnter on the accidence of that language ; G. Othon. Jnslit 
':£thiop. ^ 20. "£lhiopes ne^ve articulum, cum Hebrxis et 
" Arabibns, negue tiatvm emphaiicnm habent," The' case ot 
th# Syriac, I reserve for a more convenient oppottunity, ~ 
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having attained, in support of the contested verse, 
the direct testimony of one of the vouchers, con- 
tained in the Latin; and having found, that the 
entire weight of the internal evidence confirmed 
its testimony, while it neutrahzed the evidence of 
the other witness, contained in the Greek ; all that 
could be deemed necessary to the perfect defence 
of the contested verse, might be comprised in two 
particulars. If, in fact, the positive testimony of 
the Latin Version could he sufficiently confirmed 
by the concurring testimony of the Latin Fathers ; 
and if the negative testimony of the Greek Text 
could be satisliictorily accounted for, and an ade- 
quate cause assigned for the silence of the Greek 
Fathers : no plea could be advanced of sufficient 
weight to warrant a proscription of the Heavenly 
Witnesses, or justify their exclusion from the Ca- 
nonical Scriptures. 

A late correspondent in your Journal,* however 
he may agree with me in principle, stands at issue 
with me in the conclusion. I willingly consider 
his observations in this light, as it is my wish to 
diminish the differences which appear to lie be- 
tween us ; and I console myself with the belief, 
that they are really less than may be at first ima- 
gined. When his pains are employed, as I must 
observe, they commonly are, in contending for 
that, which no person is now disposed to contest, 
I am necessarily prepared to grant the utmost 
which he can require. If his purpose be that 
alone which I can conceive, — the desire of making 
a display of Iiis reading : I am forward to admit 
that learning loses nothing of its intrinsic weight, 

• Vid. A Letter of the Rev. Jolin Oxiee to llie Editor of 
the Chm^aa R emembraDcer. Feb. 1822. p. 71. 
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. fiwm the consideration of the source from wl 
I it is derived; aod I know that I may sadi; 
I supposing, that by its last transfusion it 
I come diluted and vapid, and brings little 
I where it is stolen or borrowed. But howei 
I may difter on these points, or stand at issue on' 

mam conclusion, I am atleast resolved, that he 
' shall have no reasonable ground of objection to 
the mode in which all that is in dispute shall be 
finally settled. If, in fact, the argument which he 
has revived may be subverted, and its upholder 
put down, by the testimony of the ^vjtnesse8, to 
whom he appeals in its support, he can sutelj 
take no just exception to the method of reply bj 
which he is answered. 

The cardinal points on which the controversy 
turns, are, as I conceive, the testimony borne bv 
the Greek and Latin Church, on the subject of the 
disputed passage; the one giving a direct evidence 
in its favor, the other apparently negativing it, by 
its silence. In the choice of difficulties which the 
controversy presents ; for when the evidence of the 
Latins is disposed of, that of the Greeks internally 
possesses enough to exercise the skill of the ob- 
jector ; his force is directed against the positive 
argument deduced from the Latin Version, in sub- 
version of which two witnesses are accordiuelj 
summoned to his assistance. By the aid ofFe- 
cundus, the testimony of the Latin Fathers, com- 
prising that of the African Church, is soon annihi- 
lated. And they being fairly placed out of die 
dispute, the assistance of Vigilius, backed by Ful- 
gentius, is easily converted to the purpose of 
proving the corruption of the Latin Version. 

As much of this hypothesis as rests on the testi- 
mony of Facundus is delivered by its contri' 
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the following terms ;* ' To me the extraordinary 
' explication of the eighth verse by Facundus is a 
'full and adetjuate proof, that in the middle of the 
' sixth century, the passage of the heavenly wit- 
' nesses was as much unknown to the African Church 
' as it was to the rest of Christendom.' The early 
testimony of this Church being thus reduced to a 
negative; the following observations are offered, 
to dispose of its positive testimony if ' I shall now 
' proceed to state in what way the verse at first 
' got thrust into the Latin manuscripts. This I 
' hesitate not to charge, originally, on the unde- 
' signing mistake of the tvvo African Prelates, 
' VtgUius Tapscjisis, andFulgentius Ruspensis. In 
' the days of those prelates, the African Church 
' had suffered from the Arian faction the most 
'violent persecutions; and Vigilius particularly, 
' being anxious to vindicate the cause of ortho- 
' doxy, and conscientiously believing that in the 
' copy of St. Cyprian the words " Tres unum sunt" 
' were absolutely affirmed of the Godhead, ven- 
' tured to allege the verse in due form ; and so in 
' the Confession of Faith, which he drao up in the 
' name of the African Bishops, as well as in the se- 
' veral tracts which he put forth under the names of 
' Athanasius, Augustimts and Idacius, he scrupled 
'not to insert it as the testimony of St. John. 
' Fulgentius striking in with the same notion, ci- 
' ted it in like manner, and from these two writers 
' it was henceforth communicated to others of the 
'Latin Church, till atlength it was received as a 
' genuine part of the Epistle.' 
J- With respect to the evidence of Facundus, to 

^r * Oslee's Letter I. p. 71. 

■ t Oxke's Letter II. p. 135, for March 1822. p. 135. 

Ml" ■ *- 
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which the 5rst place is assigned, in this hypothe- 
sis it is rather inauspicious, that on the firil 
glance, it should exhibit a deviation from what the 
objector himself conceives the test and stands^ 
of truth. In the testimony of this Father, from 
which he derives such important results, the con- 
text of the disputed verse is quoted with an 
unlucky interpolation, which fully reveals the es- 
tent of Facundus's knowledge, respecting tht 
original. In every printed or manuscript copyoi 
this Father's works, the earthly Witnesses, m 
thiis cited, "tres sunt qui testificantur iv terw, 
" spiritus, aqua et sanguis, et hi tres unura suiU;" 
ana this interpolation of IN tehra, which is tc- 
knowledged by no manuscript of the New Testa 
ment in Greek or Latin, that does not retam&t 
Heavaily Witnesses, is six times repeated in Facnit- 
dus's context.* 

The value of the testimony of a witness wfto 
states more than the truth, even the vulgar reader 
is able to appreciate. It is only from such kees 
observers as the objector that we can hope to 
learn its entire importance ; and, to give him tie 
due, by his acute observation on the omission of fle 
identical terms, " in earth," by Gutbier, we aie 
taught the full value of this various reading in fV 
cundus. If the force of the objector's remark-j" is 

• Porson LeUer XII. to Archdeacon Travis, p. 306. "li 
" Facundus, it is true, the editions sis limes repeat tit terra.'' 

-f Oxiee's Letter I, p. 09. uti supr. p. 161. " That thedi^ 
"ted text, was originally no pait of the Syriac is kDown to^t 
"Gutbier indeed, in his ven/ laborimit aud useful edition hasb- 
"aertsd it; but since the antithesis oi' 'in earth' is not likewise 
*' inserted in the eightli, the deformity of the patchwodc is 
" most glaring." Respecting tbe accuracy of llie fact on 
which this observation is founded, it is necassary, bowever, to 
observe, that in an edition uf Gutbier, Hamb. IG6i. wliick i 
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stall admitted, it is thence only to be inferred, 
that, in the text from which Facundus quoted, the 
complete antithesis, which turns upon the terms 
*' in heaven " and " in earth," was preserved ; and 
consequently, that the copy from which he quo- 
ted, differed in nothing from tliat used by his 
African brethren, but rda'uied the Heavenly Wit- . 
nesses. Of the advocate who bears this unwilling 
testimony to the existence of the disputed pas- 
sage, by a partial quotation, a further use may be 
made. The zeal which he manifests, in laboring 
to weaken its force, and subvert its authority, fur- 
nishes abundant proof of the hostile light in which 
the text was really regarded, by the polemics of 
the same period ; by whom it is notwithstanding 
expected, that it shall be pWMcet/, on every con- 
troversial emergency. 

The true influence of the first-cited witness on 
the point at issue, is therefore, I believe, simply 
as follows. His testimony is either so far corrup- 
ted as to be entitled to no respect ; or if it is unso- 

Aave iiispecletl, the term, p;.!jo. ' i" earth,' k ' inserted ' in its 
proper place ; and from the " Varite Lectiones ex tmmibus edi- 
"(loiii/nMinuItosudore collects; a Carolo Sdiaaf," it would ap- 
pear, that in no edition published by Gutbier was this term 
omitted. That critic, who has noted the omissions of antece- 
dent editors, observeson this subject, Var. IjCcI. p. 735. "Versmit 
" .teptimum Vien. Reg. Plant, in &" «t 12", Paris, min. Trost. 
"Paris, maj. Angl. Hditioncs non hahept . . . , Gulbieriui et 
" ego ex Tremellii notis eundem descripsimus, et tcxtui ijuer- 
" uimug. Attamen Gutb. habet ^oua absque prsefixoi; et 
" Gutb. ac ego pro pnn^m habemus ^oi,Ai.Zo." This o'bser- 
vation, it will be admitted, is suJHcictitly minute; but nothing 
is said of the omission of ' in earth,' which we are now told 
" renders the deformity of the patchwork snglaring." Wherein 
the elaborateness of Gutbier's edrtition consists would perplex 
us lo discover; were it not palpable, that the objector, exem- 
plifying the negligence which he condemns, convicts it of the 
*' most glaring deformity," merely upon conjecture. 
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phisticated, (as the whole tenor and object 
controversy in wliich it is offered irrefragably 
prove,*) it entitles its author to his proper place, 
among those Fathers of the African Church who 
have re/erred to the contested passage. While it thus 
subverts the object for which it is adduced, hytk 
objector to the Text of the Heavenly Witnesses; 
in proving his witness well acquainted \vith the dis- 
puted text, of which it is presumed he was igno- 
rant : it somewhat curiously confirms the positiTe 
and negative argument, which its advocate advaaces 
in its favor. It corroborates the positive testimo- 
ny of the Latin Church, by an accidental quotaim 
of part of the disputed text; and accounts for the 
negative testimony of the Greek Church, by aii 
intentional suppression of the remainder. 

Before we proceed to the consideration of Vi- 
gilius's testimony, an observation bestowed, bj 
way of episode, on that of Eucherius, may not be 
wholly misapplied ; as the want of the disputed 
verse in his copy is, in the objector's opinion, suffi- 
cient to lay the question of its authenticity at rest. 
As we are not favored with the mode of induction 
by which he infers, from the absence of the verse 
in Eucherius's works, that it was omitted in Eu- 
cherius's Bible, we are precluded the opportunity 
of passing upon it any remark ; though it may be 
hinted to him by the way, tliat if he does not leani 
from the case of Facundus, he may be soon taughl 
by that of Vigilius, that the disputed verse might 
have retained its situation in the one place, while 

* This point has been established, principally from M. At 
semani's account of the Nestorian anti Eiitycbian conttOTer^. 
Bibl. Orieot, Tom. II. p. 28. in " an Inquiry into the Integcitj 
" of the Gr, Vulple," p. 355. n. --'. where the objection! « I 
MM. PorsDD and Gricsbach arc speciGcally answored. 
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it missed obtaining an introduction into the other* 
But not to insist any further upon thi* point y-^ 
if we may be allowed to take the safer course, and, 
adopting the converse of the proposition, may con- 
clude, from the existence of the verse in tuche- 
rius's works, that it existed in that Prelate's Bible ; 
we have sufficient authority for the assumption^ 
in the printed and manuscript copies of his " For- 
*' mulae Spiritalis Intelligenti®." By one decisive 
objection, atleast in the estimation of Dr. Gries- 
bach, who is the real mover of the difficulties 
with which I contend, the true character of this 
testimony is, however, put out of dispute. In a 
passage, adduced from his *' Qucstiones in Vetus 
*' et Nov. Testamentum," this objector observes, 
Euchcrius sums up the texts by which the doc- 
trine of the Trinity is proved, and omits all men- 
tion of the Heavenly Witnesses. But this deci- 
sive evidence of his ignorance of the disputed pas- 
sage unfortunately fails in one important respect ;* 
while it omits the Heavenly, it incautiously over- 
looks the Earthly Witnesses ; from which the doc- 
trine of the Trinity is not merely i)rovcd by Eu- 
cherius, but proved in the very passage of his 
'* Formula?," which is at present in dispute. 
Whether the deficiency in the passage of*' the Qucs- 
'' tions"by which the testimony of the '* Formulae'* 
to the verse is invalidated, is to be filled up from 
those copies of Eucherius's works which retain 
only the earthly witnesses, or from those which also 
retain the Heavenly Witnesses (for the mss. of the 
'* Formula? " exhibit this variety in their reading ;) 
isa pointwhich a knowledge of the state of theearly 

• The objections to Eiicherius's testimony in favor of th<J 
text of the Heavenly Witnesses arc considered iu ** the Inr. 
•* 4uiry," uti supr. p. Ti.'iD. n.«27. 
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controrersies respecting the Trinity will soon ena- 
ble us to determine. In its present state, the 
testimony of Eucherius must, I believe, take its 

Slace beside that of Facundus: for as the ooe 
ather unluckily advances too much, the other, as 
unfortunately, advances too little. That some 
expedient may not be devised, for making up the 
deficiency in the evidence of the one, from the 
superabundance in that of the other^ I will not 
pretend to decide ; but until Eucherius, by this 
or some such ingenious expedient, is reamdkd 
with hinuelf* there is, I conceive, as little to be 
deduced as apprehended from his testimony. 

In the case of VigUius TapsemiSf to which we 
now proceed, if we are but surprised with the 
reproduction of an old objection of Griesbach's, it 
must be confessed it comes attended w^ith a few 
improvements which that diligent critic inrould wA 
have willingly acknowledged. To soften the enor- 
mity of the charge, which makes this Prelate the 
author of so extraordinary an interpolation of the 
Inspired Text, we are assured that it was done 
through " undesigning mistake." On the perfect 
innocence of Vigilius, in respect to ** the Confes- 
*' sion of Faith which he drew up, and put forth » 
'' the name of the African Bishops," it is sufficient 
to observe, that if it cannot be easily deduced 
from so gentle an insinuation as that before us, it 
may be, without doubt, readily extracted from one 
consequence, which it necessarily implies. For 

* It is singular to find Mr. Porson justifying his prefermioe 
for the shorter reading, on the grounds of its reconciling the 
** Formulae " with the ** Questions;" he observes. Let. XIL p. 
313. ** Here there is reading against reading, which shall we 
*' prefer ? By all the rules of criticism, the reading which 
** makes an author amnstent toith himself.'* The learned Pn>- 
feisor's conclusion is unfortunately not borne out by his pre- 
mises i as neither reading renders Eucherius consbtent. 
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if this charge were substantiated, it would con- 
vict this '• undcsigning'* impostor, of having not 
only forged the signatures of about four hundred 
prelates to this Confession of Faith ; but of having 
committed one of the grossest literary frauds that 
has been ever practised on the Christian world. 

On the minor charge, that '' he put forth several 
" tracts under the names of Athanasius, Augusti- 
•* nus, and Idacius," it is unnecessary to engage in 
a dispute ; so destitute of all appearance of truth 
18 the accusation, that '* he scrupled not to insert 
•* in them the contested text, as the testimony of 
" St. John," that in these tracts, by whomever com*- 

B)sed, the disputed passcfge is unaccountably cnnitted. 
ow this .circumstance, which has excited so 
much of his informant Griesbach's surprise, could 
have escaped his observation, 1 stop not to in- 
quire ; it IS now offered in illustration of the dili- 
gence employed in the present attack upon the 
Heavenly Witnesses. Tlie contested passage is 
indeed noticed in one tract, which passes *• under 
** the name of Idacius ;" but if the Benedictine Fa- 
thers' opinion is deserving of attention, and, as it 
is unwarped by any sinister considerations, it will 
not be easily set aside ; for the insertion of the dis- 
puted text m this tract, Vigilius has nothing to an- 
swer. After exposing the sillv grounds upon 
which it is ascribed to him by ChifHet, they give 
it as their sentence, ** liquido constat, immerito ad- 
•'scribi libros Idatii Clari VigilioTapsensi Afro."* 
As Vigilius's reputation, however, is compromi- 
sed in the imputation, that '' he put forth tracts, 
'• under the name of Athanasius," the charge de- 
serves some further notice ; for as far as it affects 
Augustine, though I perceive that it is taken on 

* Vid. S. Atbanaf. Opera, Tom. 11. p. ii. p. 003, ed. Bened. 
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the word of Dr. Gricsbach, as 1 know not on whtl 
evidence it is hazarded,* I must be pardonedia 
ytassing it over unnoticed. The grounds of tfais 
^charitable iniinitation of Vigilius are no where tn 
,be found, unless they are discovered in the collec- 
tions, which the Benedictine editors have made 
•with their usual diligence, and inserted in ibeif 
eupplenientary volume to the works of Athanasiiis, 
In them indeed we find, under tlie title of " dw 
"' putatio Athanasii cum Ario," a long tract, (u 
■which the learned editors prefix the name of Vip- 
jlius. As this work is composed in tlie form ofa 
dialogue, and Athanasius is introduced as one uf 
the speakers, the reasoner who would scriousl; 
deduce from its title the proof of a fraud practisd 
under the name of the Alexandria*!.,, patriardi. 
conld only merit, in reply, a smile to rcbukebii 
simplicity. Were his pertinacity thought desci- 
viug of severer castigation, his atientiou miglitbe 
directed from the title to the body of the work, 
and his presumption checked while his caluouij 
was refuted, by one short remark of the author, 
delivered in fiis mvn name: " ut uniuscujusque/ifr- 
"sonam cum sui dogmatis professionibus, quasi 
" praesentes cum prassentibus introdueerem .... 
" Sabellium ergo, Photinum, Arrium, atque ni 
*' nostras partes Athanaslum introcliLviJ"^ 

* M. Djpin indeed observes, io his analysis of the Denedc' 
tine edi^on of Auguiitine, Nous. Bibliolh. Tom, ] II, p.771 
" Le livre de I' unil^ de Trinit6 est ici restitug ^ Vigiie dt 
" Tapsc, son veritable auteur, ijui le cite lui~tiif'mc dans l> 
" Preface de ces Livres contre Vanmadus, et 3 tjui il est altii- 
" bue dans un aitcien manuscrit." From this statement, it niif 
be equally collected, how the tracts of Vigilius " have b*M 
" put forth under the name of Augustine ;" and how unfoaiKie^ 
the charge is, that they were put forlii In that name, by theit 
author. 

i Vid. Disput. uti supr. ap. S. Athanas. Op. p. 64?, 
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I But of this tract, which was " put forth under 
the Dame of Athanasius," or of Arius, for their 
aims to the merit of being considered the author 
• stand on precisely the same grounds ; of this tract 
' to which the objector must either allude, or leave 
his charge against Vigilius destitute of the slight- 
est authority, a further use remains to be made, 
than what it thus obliquely serves in evincing liis 
learning. In this luckless tract, which is the un- 
disputed production of Vigilius, the doctrine of 
the Trinity is expressly and diffusively treated : 
and the opinions are circumstantially detailed, 
which were held respecting it, by Athanasians, 
Sabellians and Arians. In it, the Scripture testi- 
monies are accumulated with great industry, St. 
John is fully and frequently quoted, and his Epis- 
tle expressly adduced ; but amid this attention 
riveted to the subject before us, mt the smaUtst no- 
tice is taken of the Heavenly Witnesses. What con- 
clusion the objector is disposed to deduce from 
this stubborn silence of his chosen witness, at such 
a conjuncture, I profess some desire to be inform- 
ed. If to be favored with the inference which we 
derive from it, will afford him any inducement to 
gratify us with the sight of so great a curiosity ; 
as we are not disposed to be surpassed by him in 
generosity, we shall precede him, in making a dis- 
closure of the secret of our own strength. That 
Vigilius was thoroughly acquainted with the dis- 
puted passage, and has expressly noticed it, is a 
point on which we are mutually agreed ; that he 
has intentionally omitted it, in his controversy on 
the Trinity, remains indisputably established, by 
the tract in question. It is this paradox in his 
testimony, of which I shall soon give the solution 
which raises it to a level with that of Facundus, 
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in supporting both parts of our hypothesis, and in 
leveling that of the objector to the Heavenly Wit- 
nesses in the dust. It is needless to observe, how 
effectually the positive argument in favor of the 
text of the Heavenly Witnesses is sustained by the 
allegation of it by Vigilius. An observation will now 
evince how fully the negative argument in its favor 
is confirmed by his silence. For, if the nature of the 
disputed verse, and the untoward circumstances 
of the controversy in which he engaged imposed, 
on its grand patron and fabricator, the necessity 
of suppressing it^ in the very work where he was 
principally required to bring it forth; how un- 
reasonable is the requisition which demands its 
production, at any given period of the time, in 
which the Trinitarian controversy was maintain- 
ed! 

Such is the termination of this mighty attempt 
to subvert the testimony of the African Church by 
the evidence of its members ; — such the natural 
result of this vigorous effort to set aside its con- 
clusiveness, by the testimony of Facundus, and to 
dispose of its partial effect, by the evidence of 
Vigilius Tapsensis. Let it be even supposed, 
though in defiance of all probability, that the last- 
named Father, with his accomplice Fulgentius, 
succeeded in imposing, on the Christian world, 
every work that already is, or may be hereafter 
ascribed to him, and that all of those works con- 
tained the Heavenly Witnesses. Still, Ihe objec- 
tor's hypothesis, as resting on the assumption, 
that they derived the disputed verse from St. Cy- 
prian, is proved, by one or two obvious considera- 
tions, to bottom on a flagrant absurdity. In the 
enumeration of the Heavenly Witnesses, in every 
copy of this early Father, they appear under the ' 



HEAVENLY WITNESSES. 171 

terms ' Pater, Filim, et Spiritus Sanctus :' in every 
allegation of the disputed passage by the African 
Fathers, they present themselves under the titles, 
*' Pater, Veraum, et Spiritus Sanctus." This is so 
palpably the fact, that the distinction is acknow- 
ledged by the witness, whom the objector, with 
his wonted felicity, claims in support of his hypo- 
thesis: while Fulgentius confronts St. Cypnan 
with St. John, he marks this difference between 
their words, by setting them in opposition. How 
far Vigilius and Fulgentius, in thus conspiring to 
depart from their author, give evidence of having 
followed him, every reasoner, however gifted, is 
endowed with capacity to decide. What illus- 
trates the probability of the assumption, and, I 
trust, lays this fortunate conjecture eternally at 
rest, is, that by the dereliction of their author, St. 
Cyprian is leit on the side of the orthodox, St. 
John thrust over to that of the heretics. For on 
the difference between Filius and Verbum, the 
whole controversy between these hostile parties 
turned, from the nrst ;* and, as it was the heretics 
who rested their cause on the term Verbum, so 
perversely adopted by Vigilius and Fulgentius in 
opposition to the Filius of their original ; the he- 
retics only could derive benefit from this improve*- 
ment on the authority of St. Cyprian. 

It is now to be observed, as supplementary to 
these remarks, that, when the same principle is 
followed but a little way up, out of the same dis- 
tinction arises a demonstration, that neither Cy- 
grian, nor his master TertuUian, can be the source 
om whence the disputed verse was derived, 
whatever be the member of the African Church by 
whom it is conceived to have been invented. For 

* Vid. Tcrtul. libr. adv. Prazeam. per totum. 
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they coincide in adapting the orthodox tqrm FUm^ 
while the whole of that Church conspires in re*, 
jecting it, for the hereticaj term Verbunoi : and it is 
in the writings of these Fathers of the A&icM. 
Church that we are taught the value of the dis^ 
tinction between these terms^* which it would 
have contributed to the credit of some: polewicv 
who must needs meddle with their quotations^f.^ 
have learned, before they obtruded into the p]^ 
sent dispute, -, . , . 

Let it be further stated, as a corollary to these 
observations on Tcrtullian and Cyprian, that, a» 
the disputed verse cannot be traced to their expo^ 
sitions, without violating all probability -^^ their uar 
questionable allusion to the Heavenly Witnesses, 
and quotation of ^ tres unum sunt,' cannot be 
traced to the earthly witnesses, mentiopied in the 

* Tlie opposition between these terms, which is ' marEcd 
in the whole of the controversy bet^veen TGrttilfianf afhll 
Praxeas, is distinctly expressed in the following' pbjsage; 
Tert. ib. cap. xi. << Qucmadmodum ap^id nos distincte Pater 
*' et Filius demonstrantur, distincte inquam non divise. . . .«Sic 
*' tu contra opponas, alicubi Dcum dixisse, • Erhctavit cbi" 
" meum Sermonem optimum;* ut ipse sit qui et eructairil dt 
** quod eructavit." The inference deduced by the catholics 
from the force of the term Filing, may be seen. Ibid. cap.x. 
that deduced by the heretics from the force of the term rer- 
bum or Sermo, may be seen, ib. cap. vii. conf. infr. fi. J 

t In touching on this subject, it would be injustice to" with- 
old the tribute justly due to a Prelate not less di&tin'guisihed by 
his great piety, than profound learning ; the eminent schblair ' 
and divine, who now adorns the See of ISaiisbury : who aniotf^ 
the many arguments, by which he has so powerfully confrihl^'* 
ted to maintain the authenticity of the Heavenly Witne^ses^ 
has produced some apposite testimonies from Tertullian. '''• "*" 

I From the very term Verlmm in the disputed text, for'whibh I 
TertuUian and Cyprian uniformly use Sa'mo, a farther- proof 
arises, that the passage in dispute could not have originated iki' 
the expositions of those early Fathers: the former of thete writes" 

Ibid. cap. V. *' Banc [rationem ipsius Dei] G ntci ^.o^y ' dicurit 

, . • ^ • 
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Aucceedmg terse, without warring against com- 
mon sense. Neither text nor comment as they re- 
present them, can, by any straining, be referred to 
the earthly witnesses. The clausule as cited with- 
out t/ie preposition y while it differs essentially fronn 
the eighth verse, literally agrees with the seventh.* 
In explanation of this clausule, TertuUian decides, 
tikat ' treB ' in the masculine, as opposed to * un- 
uni ' in the neuter, indicates a person^ as distin*- 
^uhhed from a siibiftance ; and Cyprian acquiesces 
m the justness of the distinction, in an express 
reference to the Heavenly Witnesses.-j* Let the 
twit of the verse, * et hi trcs unum sunt ' thus ex- 
pounded, be re-united with the head, ' spiritus, 

" ODO TOOftbulo etiam Sirmofiem Hpp€llamu$.^* Coiif. Cypr. ad^. 
Jira. cap. i. § 3. Some tiias. indeed of Cyprian read Verbum for 
Sermo in John i. t. as quoted in his Testimonies ; but from tba 
known attaohm«nt of thot lather to Tertuliiati, and the facility 
wilh whick the former term might bo adopted from tho Lat- 
in- Vulgate, there can bo no doubt that Sermo was the genuine^ 
at it ia the received reading of Cyprian. 

^ The unwarrautublc assumption, that the clausule * tres u- 
notai mint* bi^longs to the eiyhth verso, is directly opposfnl to 
Uie original, which reads, not rpiK ■» i^ert, but Ipik ei^ to ■» itVi, 
ak)(f Ibrth^ analogy of the Latin translation, which renders John 
xvil. 22, 23. If a i(rif h....1m ucri. . ElI U, rrspcctiveljr by 'at 
4hitr utium. • . .ut si nt. .tn unum. And the distinction is admit- 
ted by th^ antient translator of Irentcus, adv. IFter. 1. xi. 9. 
Who renders r>»-^» atJrf lean^Oij EIS to i'r, by ' ut cum oo des- 
littidat in unum ' : and what is more to to the point, it is admit- 
ted by the ancient writer, who has published the tract on Bap-* 
tUnn, under D)e name of St. Cyprinn; he thus quotes tho earth* 
ff wllheitaefi, 'Quia trcs testimonium perhihent, spiritus, et a- 
qoa, et sanguis : et isti tres tn nnum sunt. ' Vid. Opusc. Cypr. 
MBcript. p. iO. cd. Fell. Tho confusion of these c^ssentially dif- 
ftrentphraMS, in the Latin Vulgate, has \ci\ tho allegorists, who 
HflHrif eirpotmded tUd eighth verse, into some curious blunderU, 
itfto'H^idi they wtee drawn by the yerslon of Jerome, who was 
^Msled, in rendertnjg it; by a ifebrew idiom. 

f Tvrtbl; ut m^r. cAp. xxv. comp. Pcrsott Lett. X. p .240* 

t Cypr. dtr tPm. BiHdef p. i(r»; 

z 
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aqua et sanguis/ and it so ingeniously misses iti 
mark, that instead of illustrating the author s sense 
or exemplifying the expositor's meaning, it reduces 
the text of the one to pure nonsense, and furnishes 
an illustration by which the comment of the other 
is proved to be not merely false but absurd. For 
instead of being persons, * the water and blood' 
must, under every construction, remain substan- 
ces '* while their comment makes them not on- 
ly persons, but of one substance with ^ the spirit' 
There consequently exists but the one mode of 
evading this objection, and removing the charge 
of absurdity from their comments upon the sacred 
text, which lies in the conviction, that they bare 
referred to the text of the Heavenly Witnesses. 

With these considerations, let it be now taken 
into account, that the Church of which these Fa- 
thers were members, have acknowledged, in an 
early Confession of Faith, the authenticity oftfce 
disputed verse ; that no time can be pointed oat 
when it could have been obtruded into the Canoo> 
and no person imagined by whom it could be in- 

* St. Augustine acknowledges thus much, even while con- 
tending for that allegorical signification of 1 John v. 8. which 
is pronounced irreconcilable with the text of the Heavenly Vit- 
nesses, and in the very part of his works, from which it if 
conceived they have been transferred into St. John's Epigde. 
8. August contr. Maxim. II. iii. col. 726. a. " Tria itaijie 
• novimus de corpore Domini exisse, cum penderet in 1^;bo : 
prime ' spirtfiuR/ unde scriptum est, ' et indumto capite, 
tradidit spiritum ; ' deinde qaando latns ejus lanot5a petfim ^ M 
est» samgmwem et aquam* QutB tria si per se ipsa intseaf- 
rnxxxdivenat habent timgmla onff^iK svAitanfuu.* ac per hoc 
aon sunt unum.* Tlie difficulty which the learned father li- 
bois to remove, has however originated in the nus-tranalatioa of 
the Latin Vulgate •^ which, omitting the piepontion, remfeif 
the Greek, ei x^u% ik ri U i»^, by * ties naum sont: ' Ar the 
elanae> * spiritus aqua el sanguis oi mittm aonV >> aocvatelf 
jwl; aameaiiiag'aieoD-exifltent/nQtCQBsnhglanlinl. 



HEAVENLY WITNESSES. 175 

'troduced; and let it be tlien decided, whether tliis 
passage, to which those early Fathers have iitted 
an exposition, that agrees admirably with it, and 
will agree with no other passage of Scripture, real- 
ly existed or not, in the Sacred Text, to which 
tney incontestibly refer in their comment. 

But to bar the pretensions, not only of those fa- 
thers, but of all others whatever, to whom the fa 
brication of the contested verse may be hereafter 
ascribed, I here put a plea on record ; and that it 
may be advanced on evidence not to be question- 
ed, challenge, in behalf of it, the chosen witnes- 
ses, Facundus and Vigilius, whose testimony has 
been opposed to the whole church of Africa. 

The differences that set the parties at variance, 
which divided that church, as they are stated by 
Facundus, and confirmed by Vigilius, were these : 
while the orthodox contended for ^' Filing Dei in 
^iabus naturis ; " the heretics disputed for '' Vcr- 
bum Dei in utia simplici natura." * In the multifari- 
ous shapes which the contested verse has assumed, 
it is always true to one side of the question, which 
need not be specified : as it reads, — '' tres sunt 
qui testificantur in coelo. Pater, Verbum, et Spiri- 
tus Sanctus, et hi tres unum sunt." I shall waste 
no time in proving which party would have found 
it to their advantage, to call in the aid of this text, 
to settle the dispute. The | clue, thus furnished, 
will enable the dullest inquirer to unravel every in- 
ntricacy in a subject so curiously perplexed to those 

• 

• * The auihorities for this assertion arc cited at the close of 

' uy next letter. The distinction between Filiu» and Verbvm 

' i9 tdaiitted by TertuUian, supr. p. 172. n.* and was acknowlcd- 

oed in the controTerty between Eusebius and Marcelius ; vid. 
'•nieeb.de Eccl. Theol I. xti. 78. b. Inquir. into Integr. of 

Gn Vnlf. p. 629. n.^. 
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^bp Infuse to follow its guidance. For dutfttiit 
I ^radox whiL-h eiiibarraiies the testinMny of liie 

^mpires to whom the conti'oversy in referred n- 
I HGwes an immediate solution.— -The antipathy 

Iwhieh Facundus manifests towanls one part of 'the 
> jdisputed text, and the partiality which he evia- 

■qes for the remainder of it, are in this vie»F aiODce 
I ^conciled : that part of it having been aippremd 
1 -tiy him which favored the Eiitychians,* and that 
I .*art of it adduced which confuted the NestoriaM.^ 
[ .The obstinate silence which Vigilius preserves t) 
\ ithe whole passage is thus also as fully expiained : 
[ ^r, as he introduced Sabellius maintaiuiag his 
I own cause against , Athanasius ; ia producing itiii 
I ;JEhe Trinitarian controversy, he must have brougiiE 
] tSl forth, on the side, and from the mouth of the be- 
f >Ptic. X 

'* From the quotations at the close of my oext Letter, it 

I ^ifSll be seen, that while the Catholics contended for tiv 

I Siiibstancea in one of the Persons, the futychians dispalti fit 

\e substance in the three PeraonB of ^a I'rinity ; the coutaid 

I jt^<^^> ^^ course, gave a direct testimony iq their 4~avor, ni 

—'BA of consequence directly opposed to Facundus, who St- 

eitook to refute them. 

+ The Nestoriaus, who divided (he person of Christ, as Ibt 

I iSutychiaus confounded the natures, d«rided the notion of Iba 

Catholics, that one of the Persons of the Triiiiti, (^laefajftl 

FTDDi heaven to earth, and was crucified; vid. Assemuiii "^ 

Wpr. or Inquiry into Integr. of Gi. Vulg. p. 556. n, ^. To 

Ws supposition " the explication of Facundas" is directly op- 

J ^sed; Defens. Tii. Cap. I. iii. " Nutnquid hi trea quiifii 

I -f' -terra tesdficati, et qui unum esse dicuntur. poasunt sf^M 

' 'f'aat aqua: avt sanguines dici. Quod tamen Johannis Aposto- 

i " li testimonium B. Cyprianus .,de Patj-e et Filio el !^tv 

I Sancto dictum intelligit." It is needless to point out, wkj 

>' -facundus insisted on the verse of St. JcAm, thus explained, bm 

'ntained in terra, which he rendered cisphatical by a fiequCBt 

^petition. It is equally unnecessary to observe, tbaC'lbt 

, 'water and blood bore witness " to the crutifixioK, 

I The Sabelliaus, excepting against the term Filias, 
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■' This drfBculty in the testimony of tiioee Fatlieffi 
t>eiiig adJHSted ; on their joint authority, I mow 
pot forth my plea. In a word, they prove, not by 
an isolated passage, but the entire tenor of their 
•works, that whatever nameless fabricator of this 
Terse be conjured up, whatever inscrutable object 
beassigned him in fabricating it ; as the fx)atrover- 
sies of the African Church were managed, he muM 
^ave forged and ascribed it to St. John, to place the 
mUhority of the Evangelist oti Che side vfthe heretiof. 
Thus, on a supposition, so utterly repugnant to 
common sense, as that the Fathers of this ^IJhureh 
practiced a fraud upon the Apostle, to place his 
authority on the side of their opponents, every sys- 
tem, however ingeniously constructed, which is 
opposed to their testimony in favor of the contest- 
ed verse, must ultimately rest. Until, therefore, 
some rational motive be assigned for so senseless 
a purpose, which, from some experience in this 
controversy I do not wholly despair of seeing some 
ingenious polemic laboring to effect ; every hypo- 
thesis which is opposed to the external evidence borne 
by them to the disputed vase must have this stupid 
absurdity for its foundation. 

Of the other objections of your correspendent to 
the disputed verse, I hope, by God's blessing, to 
give as good an account, on a future occasion. I 
am at a loss to conjecture, what other advantage 
may have been gained by his attack upon the evi- 
dence of the African Church, — but that of having 
enabled its defenders, by his feeble and unskilful 

tained, that " the Pather, Word, and Spirit were one" aub- 
taoce, spirit, or person ; their doctrioe, of course, could not 
be expr«BBed in more apposite terms than those employed id the 
text of the Heavenly Witnesses. See Inquir. into Integr. of 
Gr. Vulg. p. dSO. 



17^8 LETTER I. ON THE 

restatement of the old objections to its testimony to 
repel them more forcibly, with the arguments, by 
which they have been, for nearly seven years, set 
aside : unless, indeed, I may be allowed to con- 
clude, that he takes some credit to himself, for ha- 
ving brought another confirmation, by his exam- 
ple, to the shrewd observation of him who has 
told us, that " truth may bend, but it will never 
^' break, and always surmounts falsehood^ as oii 
" floats above water. " 

I have the honor to be &c. &c. 

Marchi 22d. 1822. 
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The question being once fairly stated between tlje 
Greek and the Latin Church, the controversy on. 
the Heavenly Witnesses may be brought to a spee* 
dy issue. Two considerations, when given their 
proper bearing upon the subject, seem to enforce 
the necessity of acouiescing in the positive testi- 
mony borne to the disputed text by the Latins, ra- 
ther than the negative testimony of the Greeks : 
particularly, as it is borne by the only one of the 
early guardians of Scripture, which did not apos- 
tatise from the doctrine of the disputed passage. 

1. The internal evidence, it seems not to be 
disputed by any competent judge, and is not to be 
disproved by any conclusive mode of reasoning, 
confirms the testimony of the Latin Church, as re- 
quiring the insertion of the Heavenly Witnesses. 
Without considering the scope of the Apostle's rea- 
soning, or the connexion of his sense ; the struc- 
ture of his language requires them to be inserted, 
as necessary to avoid a barbarously solecistic con- 
struction. On discarding the passage from the sa- 
cred text, masculine adjectives (t^ik oi iJL»^rvfi»lii) are 
forced into concordance with neuter substantives, 
(rl vnvfjM $^ rh t/^ ic) rh alfMt) I On replacing it in the a- 
postle's text, this objection vamshes ; those adjec- 
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tives fiuding suitable substantives iD^he, 
Witnesses, (s o-^ie .^ i ^sf.; .;; tJ Sr.w »r,s^.)",'W50\^' 
availing ourselves of the allowable licence pf ac- 
commodating the context of the Greek to the La- 
tin, by a strictly grammatical translation, for wliicli 
high authority might be pleaded ;" wg have, I be- 
lieve, the authority of MatthUi, t and of Porson 
himself, J most certainly that of Eugenius, liishop 

"As it la now generally acknowlegecl , that 1 Joh. v. 1, to 
been admiltcd, by the Cumpliitensiaa edilors, into Itte Gid 
Test, merely in a Irafislation from the Vulgate ; and t^fVi 
by £rasmus, £rom the Dublin ma. into whicb it bad lte«9 llkv 
wise incorpoiated in a tranflation : it is perfectly abuiiTd to riiK 
any objection, to llie argument deduced fron) the inTernalra* 
denoe, from the aolecbn in thft eigkth verse, which fi etin- 
sirely inpotable to the troTuiatort. Thrmt Mrho mny ^ff* 
tiie adj^''^^ whidi t^uali^ the eaitlily witaeaseH ehovld i* 
used in the ne^iier may find autbority for the siipposilioQ aiDOOJ 
the Greek and Latin l-'atherB, Hf. Porson, it ia trwe, obsertei 
Lett. IX. p. 120. " Kneheriiw indeed reads the eiphtli l*t 
Kthcriua both dieseveaOi atul eighth verses, with ff^inft 
naBter ; but I know no Greek writer who has doue tb^ mw 
in either of the versea. " dee however Grig. Cont.iu JohioLX. \ 
vi, fj 20. Greg. Xaz, Eiicona. Atlian. 5 7- The former l«sfr L 
mony isaH bat esprejs : Orig. ibid. Vot. IV. p. 143. 'Ww t 

ti criii^ta HJ to viSnf i^ to nljU* aH')^iH).( ri Ifta »!* ?» /iMi^imI, "I^ I 

cMDot, aot^vhbiitmiuinK. see any reason for altarmgtfaeiMli^ I 

ved readiuft. Vid. inii. n. J i I 

+ Vid. Matlh. Nov. Test. Vol. IX, p. is. . ■ I 

fA dabbler in the present subject, Having madfe tlie Qtnr- 1 
terhr BMview tbe <Aannel thimighwhioh he has publlsb«l^ii 1 
incoDi potency, in obtruding inta a controvcrHy, to v»hich hdJw 
contributed nothing mora imjiortaot or original th&o tha 9\^r. 
tion specified in ihc prcoeding note *: it may be therefore ^xne- 
dlfint to oppose his sballtiw confidence with an authority belore 
wWch, benmst sfibmi^ivelybend. Parson, Lett. fir. p H. 
" A ad it is no mors than jastite to Mltnr, that they [thti €E<mF', 
plutensian editors] did their work like workme*. Titvy ipa^i 
good Greek of their latin, a task lo which the tracslatof of 
the LE\teran Decrees, and the Hrilcrofthe Dublin ins- were 
unequal. " The objection to the Oreek of the cightb vers^ cdii' 
sequeatJy rest£ on the aalitorily of thB Tcviever. ' ' 
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of Cherson,* for asserting, that the introductioii .' 
of the Heavenly Witnesses removes every gram- ' 
matical objection to the context. That by their 
refnoval, an insuperable objection arises to it may 

' be referred to the decision of a judge, whom nond 
will deny to be impartial, and few dispute to be 

' cOHlpetent. "But what" observes Bishop Marsh 
in' deference to the Epistle before us, ** shall we 

* say to rcfldingSp which when connected with the 
' QQUtext makofaUc grammar 1 What shall we say 

* to a »verb singular &c to a masculine ac^jective 

* referring to a 7ieuter mhstantive?, . Now the qucs- 
' tidh to be asked is, /* it possible, that Velez fQun<]^ 
' (hi9,undthe other rodsiings of the same stamp, in a 
' Gvpek matiuscript ? " '* Even a man" he elsewhere 
redsons, ''who learnt Greek by mere usage and 
^ fttttitersation, without being taught its first prin- 

' f jplciSf could not possibly have written," as St. ; 
Jo£n is proved to have written by those, who like 
tlM sagacious oppugners of the Heavenly Witness- 
es' reject the disputed text from his Epistle. 

6. The DiscipUna Arcani, as effectually dispo? . 
ses of the evidence of the Greek Church, in anni- 
hilating the 7iegative testimony, which it bears to •' 
the controverted passage. It is, in fact, not to b'fe ' 
disputed, and is indeed tacitly allowed, that this 
peculiar discipline obtained in the ancient Church ■ 

* Eiigen. Epbt. ad CI. Mattb. ibid p. ix. '' Quod eiiim in 
Vertrtone Latina rocte cxprimitur nmsculirio 'tiurmoratt' geiiers^,* 
id iff ippo toxtu Grxco orifj^inali, non yricmpposuito 8u/)erior0 [ 
versiculo, band piano cou»i»toroti nisi cuia violontiu quadam , - 
di<it\on\H,iit'per solcedH/nuin patentmimum, By the introdiic- 
tioh of tho disputed vortve, an attraction in formod, by which. , 
the 'c<^ii(ruction is justified; as tbis learned (ir«ok wuh obvi- 
ously of opinion. 

t Marshes Lett, to Travis, Append, iii. p. 276, comp. Pref* ., 
p. !• ti. 1. 

Aa 
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f all of whose members were solemnly bound by it 
^.^ suppnss tfiOJie nij/stcrics, in silence, of which (k 
K Untested verse embraces the highest. * As li» 
^aborate investigations of its iiiipugners end ia 
simply proving Me *'i7cHfe of the Eastern Chiird 
res|)ecting that text, they have effected little mote 
than a confirmation of the preceding solution rf 
4this difficulty in her testimony. It is curiouiti 
find Mr. Professor Porson confirming the argurawl 
thus deducible from the Disciplina Arcani, liji 
Confession as voUmtary and decisive, as that dram 
from Bishop and Professor Marsh, on the intenii 
evidence of the contested passage. While thalK' 
curate critic professes to collect every thing wtikt 
has been opposed to the disputed text, he leave 
the former argument, (as he likewise does theauc- 
ceediug,) standing without an effort to weakcflilJ 
force. Having admitted,! that if the principlew 
acknowledged, the conclusion which is deoucei 
from it, follows of course ; he thus records his io' 
capacity to shake it, " I have dtcUned the coaa 
' deration of the Discipimu Arcani, nor shall IrutiA 
Yit. It is a dangerous hypothesis," &c,:J; But tlie 
danger which is imputed to this hypothesis tih- 
Viously diminishes nothing of its truth ; and is 

•On the Discipiina Areaiii,t\A. Pagi, Crit. Hist. CXm.\ 
in Ann»l. Baroii. 8ect. ii p. 25. ad An. Chi. 118. The arp- I 
nent deduced from it has been applied, by the learned J, .A, L 
B^ngeliua, in support of the text of the H-'Witnesses, vW, Ofe | 
fa I Johen. V. 7. § xxxv. p. 473. conf, §ssiii. p. 470. ed. &*. 

+ Porson. Lett. toTraiis, XI. p. 9B5. 

i Id. ibid. Lett, XII. p. 3D5. The ' danger ' imputed Hi I 
Ibis argument bottoms upon one of those sophisms, of wbicb 
wich convenient advantage is taken in this controversy. 1' 
proceeds upon the petitio principii, that of the vouchee for tit 
Sacred Text, the Greek Church alone is entitled to a voi«, 
while the postulatum on which we reason is, that the Lalh i» 
equally entitled to a suffrage, To any one modeiatcly ven 
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ipdced no more than a bugbear weakly intended 
to deter us from using a weapon the edge of which 
ha& been sensibly felt. The polemic, who has no 
better defence to make against this objection to 
tRe silence of the Eastern Church, treacherously cou* 
spires with the disputant, who admits that to the 
mecism in her testimony ; which equally convicts 
it of an intentional omission. The one indeed mag- 
nanimously cedes the ground from which the other 
prudently retreats ; but both leave the field in the 
{possession of the advocates of the Heavenly Wit- 
nwses. 

These arguments, it must be granted, have little 
efiedt if two very pretty expedients, contrived by 
a new assailant, who figures in this Journal, be 
entitled to any attention. By this polemic wc are 
glttrely assured, (1) that the neuter substantives 
are not taken in concordance with the masculiue 
adjectives, but depend upon them, by an ellipsis 
of ««T<1. After imputing an exposition of the eighth 
verse to St. Cyprian, to which there is not any 
allusion in that father, however remote ; he dedu- 
ces it from the peculiar construction, in which 
**• the three nouns, ri irnviAa hJ tI Hu^ «; rl a^*, are not 

• considered as being of the nominative, but of the 

* accusative case ; and as severally governed by xarA 
' understood."* (SJ) We ar^ instructed how to dis.- 

][^le»ia8tical History, it must bo palpable, that, from the 
notorious apostacy of tho Greek Church, the onlif rec^l danger 
Ilea in a too implicit reliance upon her single testimony. Tlie 
dpctrinal iutef^rity of the early Latin Church aiiords tlie best 
f(HAr9.nteo of her integrity ; and until the DOSftibility of Itotk of 
Me vouchers being corrupted is proved ; tne danger of which 
i\m objector talks is purely chimerical. Shouhl he engage in 
tVe proof of 80 much; what, may we ask, becomes oi the se- 
ciirtty upon whiph he relies against danger f 8ee Inqu. into 
iBieir. of' Or. Vulg. p. 293, 2J)4. 30^,800. 416, 417. 
♦ Oxlee, ut supra Lett. 11. p. 136. 

A a 2 
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/ of the Latin Churcfil 



pose of the positive testimony 
the disputed verse, by the intervention of Vigiliu,' 
Tapsensis. It is at length discovered, that tliis 
father disposed that Churcli to receive the versfss 
autlientic text, " by inserting it as the testimony 
' of St. John, in several tracts," which he imposei 
Tipon them "under the names of Athauasius, Aa- 
'gustinus, and Idacius.'"" 

(1) To enable us to appreciate the curiotiscbntti 
Vance thus proposed for remedying the Solecim 
in the Apostle's context, it is much to be regrctM 
its author has not favoured the worlfl with a iie« 
system of Greek Accidence ; as the fir.'?t principte 
of the language are unfortunately ■violated, by fc 
expedient for rcmnvitig X\\q grammatical difficult 
of the construction. If the received system ot 
grammar be not altogether erroneous, atijecim, 
when taken in the ■inasctiline, witliout substantives, 
require " men or persous " to agree with them ; M 
which sense (if this word may be here used witli- 
out an oflFensive negative particle) we are rathet 
perversely led by " the witness of men," which im- 
mediately follows in the context; — "the witness 
of God "referring to " the spirit which witnesseth' 
preceding. The same principle being assumedon 
the system of grammar;— flci(i'epflrtic/^/e*, as pos- 
sessed of a verbal force, require the ca.se of their 
verbs, and fiapn^^.v-, by a luckless chance, and the 
usage of Greek, requires thedativc; while f«.p-i-fBra( 
is in the proposed construction prefixed to the 
acatsative. The elHptical construction with 
belongs to adjectives, or passive participles which 
have the same force as adjectives ; because, as 
wanting an active force, they can only govern by 
tJie intervention of a preposition. But in the propo- 
* Vid, supra p. 101. 
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sed construction^ wo have the governed case rather 
curiously connected with an active participle; 
which takes the dative when the preposition is o- 
mittedi and which requires the genitive, in the 
fienae of ' bearing witness against,' where icard is 
nUiserted. By such creditable objections (at which 
her must be a hardened school-boy who would not 
be overwhelmed with shame) we are, I trust, exone- 
rated irom the humiliating task of pursuing these 
observations further, from the structure of the text 
to its sense and connexion. These and all such 
objections, when they are proposed, the author of 
this exposition is, in his own estimation atleast, 
Ailly competent to dissipate, by brandishing his 
*' triple lash " over the neads of his opponents. 
Until he has so far contributed to their amusement 
as to make the attempt, the construction which he 
proposes, may, without further ceremony, be dis- 
missed, to take its proper place among the other 
suggestions of its proposer. That it is not to be 
reconciled with sense or grammar, may be assum- 
ed, without further proof, on the simple grounds 
of its having been overlooked, for so many centu- 
ries, by every reader, translator, and expositor of 
St. John, however competent to decide on the 
Evangelist's reasoning and language. 

(2) The author's rival expedient for disposing of 
the external testimony to the disputed text, in 
tracing it to *' the tracts put forth by Vigilius," has 
been already propounded for the reader s edificati- 
on ; and a just estimate given, in a former review 
of its merits.* In the defence which he makes to 
the charge of incompetency, by which he has been 
assailed, he again submits himself to the ordeal ; 
and the entertainment which he furnishes, in once 

* Vid, supra p. 107, soq. 
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more appearing on the stage, derive? ^ot a little 
of its zest from the new method which he reveals 
of *' crushing," as shall be soon publicly proved, 
^' a smatterer in theological science, who,^ tomor- 
row an expression from his own courtly pfar^^e, 
** impudently imposes upon the world." 

From the main point in dispute, the testimony 
delivered by the African Church in its Confession of 
Faith, he nows deems it prudent to retire, without 
further opposition. He aflPects to cover his retreajt 
by discharging a Parthian shaft at his opppneiif, 
who is charged with *' a most wilful misrepreseb- 
tation of his meaning." In truth, what honest 
mind must not feel its indignation rise, at the fotd 
misconstruction which has been put upon his 
words, while it is obvious, as he now explains him- 
self, that, *^ in stating Vigilius drew up that con- 
■ fession in the name of the African bishops, he 

* intended nothing more than that he composed it ^ 
^ the direction and with the concurrence of those pre- 
' lates."* To beat down this unabashed confidence 
to the ground, and exhibit in its natural colors, 
the respect for equity and truth with which this 
defence of his error is advanced, in a charge of 
wilful misrepresentation against his opponent, it 
is only necessary to propound one or two questions 
to be solved at his leisure. Are we to include in 
this ingenuous apology the latter part of the charge 
which he has urged against Vigilius,t respecting 
** the several tracts which he put forth tnidet the 

* names of Athanasius, Augustinus, and Idaciiw," 
and to conclude, that they also were *' eompoi6fe4 
by the direction and with the concurrence of thd^ 
prelates?" Or if this absurdity be too gross to. 
get down ; by what legerdemain is the plea to be 

* Vid. supra p. 161. f Ibid. 
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^ Withdrawn from this part of the sentence in which 
^ his charge is conveyed against Vigilius ; the con- 
f. elusion of which takes it to itself, by every rule of 
■ interpretation by which it is appropriated by its 
coniraencement ? 

The case of the African Church being thus pni- 
I dently abandoned, a stand is then made upon "the 
' tracts put forth under the name of Athanasius ; " 
for " Augustine and Idacius " very quietly with- 
draw from the dispute, having been doubtless 
thrust into it by some " most wilful misrepresen- 
tation ". Of this ground respondent makes choice, 
" for the purpose of manifesting on whose side 
the ignorance lies; " and he somewhat pleasantly 
lays the foundation of his proof, in an avowal, 
" that the Athaiimii Oj>era which he has is a Latin 
' version only, printed at Paris in 1608. " The ad- 
vantages, derived by the author of this confessioD, 
in transferring tlie charge of " ignorance " to the 
side of his opponent, cannot be more appositely 
expressed than in the words of an umpire, to whom 
he appeals in the present dispute. " You ought 
' to be told. Sir," declares Mr. Person, on a like 
occasion of appealing from an exploded edition, to 
one by the Benedictines, " that when correct edi- 

* tions are published, on the faith of MSS-, no 
' critic is allowed to argue from the old and corropt 

* readings,"'* much less is -he allowed to reason 
from the old and spurious additions. 

After this peroration to his defence, he enters 
on the proof of his charge against VigiUus, wfait^i 
consists in returning on onr hands, as his compo- 
sition, tlic Books ad Theop/iiJum, which I fonneriy 
mentioned, as ascribed by the BenedictiDes to 
Idacius, and clearly proved by them not to km 
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unedifying, to trace him through the winidiiigH 
doublings into which he is driven^ in aia)uo| 
the semblance of a case against that Aftioam 
late. At one turn, we are given to undefst 
that the books, addressed to Theophilus, i are 
cribed by his Latin editor to Athanasius ; but 1 
quick retrograde movement are soon iufori 
that on the judgment of Bengel, Griesbaeh 
Porson, they should be ascribed to Vig4 
Wiiile, by eveiy rule of fair reasoning, eith( 
these contradictory propositions confutes its 0| 
site ; they arc ingeniously clubbed into one 
thority, and from one half of it the proof is exti 
ed, that these books ** were put forth tijidei 
7iatn€ of Athanasiiiiiy' and from the other, that 
were put forth ^^ by ViifiUusJ' After so n 
labor to blink the point in dispute, can it be 
deemed within the bounds of credibility, that 
Porson, to whose judgment a reference is so 
iidently made, after recapitulating the argum 
of the Benedictines, respecting the author of ti 
books joins issue with them in giving sente 
against the claims of Vigilius ? " In short," he 
serves, ** Vigilius s claims to either of these pi 
cations," the books flr^ 77ieo??/f/7ww, or contra \ 
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' V 'Whero'this s\vas?erer oow lies, with bis " triple 
' tasb," and " tracts put turtii by VjgiUus," it is 
ueedless to point out. But while justice remains 
to be done to his veracity, he must not be suffer- 
ed to rise and retire with the reputation which he 
has earned for information, " This," he observes, 
io closing his delence, *' will be amply sutficieut 
' to prove 9» u'/uii grounds 1 have charged Vigiiius 
' with haring composed certain tracts under the 
* name of Atbanasius," To beat down this confi- 
dence of assertion once more under foot, it is only 
necessary to produce the following extract from 
4k€' writer, who has supplied the substance as well 
of his theory as of its present defence. " Jam de 
Vigilio," says Dr. Griesbach, observandumest,.. . 
quud Ubeliss sum, sub liomiiiina iictis Alhamsii, 
Augustini, a Idacii, maluit in liuxm emitiere, quam 
stluai nomen profiteri :" * this extract, I, on the 
contrary assert, " will be amply sufficient to shew 
<Mi what grounds' the original charge was advanc- 
ed a^nst Vi^iiius. My proof of the charge 
ifpiuch is insinuated in this remark, is founded not 
merely on the fact, that all the information witli 
■wJiicIi k is accompanied, is adoptal, witliout the 
ceremony of an acknowledgment, //wh i)i*. Gries- 
bach : nor yet on tlie circumstance that an exact 
coincidence, even to the spelling of Idatius's name, 
exists between this crtract from Dr. Griesbach 
and the respondent's f/;flrife against Vigilius; but 
mainly on the consideration, tiiat Augustine aud 
Matius's names, however associated in the eairact 
•from Dr. Griesbach, and the respondent's original 
charge, equally disapjiear from Ins present de- 

• Grieabacb. DJatrib. ad loc. I J<A. t. 7. Not. Test. 
II. p. 705. 
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"" fence ; and that no straining or distorting will 
fever include them in any defence, which is built 
like the 'present, simply on the respondent's Q^kk 
Athanasius. 

Under a sense of the result in which the dis- 
cussion was thus only calculated to end, a -man of 
ordinary nerves would have sought a way to es- 
cape from a dispute, which fie had anlnckiiy 
revived, without forecasting the consequences. 
But the respondent, seeing that no appearance 
could be saved, after a brandish of his ** triple 
lash," coolly wipes his front, and discharging a 
second volley of courtly phrases against ** smat- 
' terers who impudently impose upon the world," 
faces his opponent with a charge, which his Con- 
science must have brought home to his own 

' bosom. ** But as to the Disputatio Aihanam cm 
^ Ario,'' he observes, in taking his leave of the 
question, *^ which my antagonist rises up like i 

* scholar fully prepared to viwiicate as the produc- 
' tion of Vigilius, I am bound to congratulate him 
' on the possession of such a treasure, ta wiidi 

* both /and the editor of [my Grothic] Athanaaos 
^ were Cijually strangers, and hope it may be of ser- 

* vice, m extricating him out of those difflcuUieSy in 

* which the precipitancy of his conduct has involv- 
*ed him." — I waste no time in inquiring howiar 
this, his shameful confession, of being as much a 
stranger to the works of Vigilius as of Athanasius, 
helps it author out, in shifting the imputation df 
" ignorance " to the side of his opponent. But 
may I venture to ask how it is to be turned, in 
averting the charge which he is ever substanti- 
ating against his own veracity ? Whatever stran- 
gers himself and his editor may have been to this 
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tract and its author, we have yet to learn how 
. both escaped being introduced to him, by the in- 
formanti to whom he is indebted for the whole of 
the knowledge he has been able to muster in the 
present controversy. For, can it be again deem- 

• .^d within the bounds of credibility, that /)r.Grie^- 
iach deals by the *' Disputatio Athanasii,'* precisely 
iM-iyin Person deals by the Books adTheophilum: 
4drter,i9Uiaming up the evidence of the Benedict* 
io^a respecting it, he thus adds his acquiescence 
u^i their sentence ? ** Altercatio autem. . . . Arii et 
'' wAthanasii, recte tribui vidctur Vigilio^ cum auctor 
iVi^e contra Varimadum scripsisse fatetur, quem- 
V^admodum VigHius, Lib. V. contr. Eutych. ^ 
V j^Uercatiomm . . . .scripsisse testatur, sub Atkcuiasii 
V/wmim.''* Thus at length comes forth the whole 
trutji without shuffling or evasion ; this being the 
Ofily work on which the respondent's fundamental 
cJtiArge can be, for a moment, sustained, that *' Vi- 
f* giliMs put forth tracts under the name of Athana- 

• ".eius." But what countenance this work (of 
.which I have already spoken) lends to the re- 
mainder of the charge, that in these tracts " he 
**. scrupled not to insert 1 John v. 7. as the testi- 
** mony of St. John,'' it is reserved for Dr. Gries- 
bach to announce, in dropping the curtain on the 
last scene of our entertainment. " Quicquid est 

,non profUetur hoc dictum. . . .ne turn quidem, ubi 
auctor eo carere vlv potest '''\ 

The consequences entailed by this sad confess- 
ion, upon the author's equally learned and saga- 
cious hypothesis, I have already set before the 
reader.:}; And to the decision of the least inform- 

* Griesb. iit supra p. 705. 1 Id. ibid. 

t Vid. supra p. 170. 

13 b 2 
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ed among; those who come under the denominaHon, 
it is now referred, whether it is not thist poiemif'! 
good Ibrtune to be ever put down by Jits owit 
witnesses: whether he is not as crueHy betraywl 
by Porson and Griesbnch. in hie present distren, 
«s by Facuudns and VigiUus in his former era' 
barrassment. I Iiave taken this summary cQurte 
with his defence, and inivedeelincd a direct attac); 
upon his information, notwithstanding- the fertile 
sources of amusement which his hypothesis affords, 
in other respects besides that of ascribing the fas 
and ninth of the books ail Tlienphilum to the saiw 
author, though not even composed in the same lav 
guage. For what doubt could be indulged; cm 
among readers of his own range of readina:, of tl" 
true character of that disputant's pretensiwns, Triw 
is reduced, at the present day, to the woful plij^ 
of bolstering up a defence, by Latin versiooi, 
spurious works and exploded editions ? That task 
i have accordingly waved, and have directed mj 
care to the offensive object of doing justice toba 
veracity. To this disgusting office I have descend- 
ed, with the view of exhibiting the purity of tls 
source from whence the imputation issues, when 
with the shameless acknowledgment of havingnol 
even inspected his opponent's authorities, he can- 
victshim,on suspicion of " reporting a falsehood.' 
The controversy being freed from the impertiaen- 
cies with which it has been perplexed, and theniw 
assailant of the Heavenly Witnesses, -with the mo- 
dicum of learning and argument whieh he has so 
bovmtifully contributed to it, reduced to the pro- 
per level ; the question recovers the ground on 
which it has been placed by the ablest disputaals 
who have engaged in the contest. Aud as no 
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impressioQ has l 



1 made ( 



nUiffial evitknlx'., 
h wbioh confirms the positive testimony of the Latm 
n Ghurch; as no defence has been made to the 
( argument deduced from the disciplina arcain, 
I ■which disposes of the negative testimony of the 
I GiXeh Church ; the field necessarily remains in 
the possession of the defenders of the Heavenly 
Witnesses. 

The main question being thus determined, the 
minor considerations which enter into the dispute 
may be now dispatched with little difficulty. Hav- 
ing already discusssed the subject of Facundus 
and Eucherius's testimony, seriously and at large, 
with the principal in this controversy ; when 
again pressed by his pupil and transcriber, with 
arguments the shallowness of which has been long 
exposed, no course is left me, in renewing the 
subject, but to make a grave appeal to tlie infalli- 
bility of Travis or Martin. This process however 
ludicrous, would be infinitely less risible than 
that by which I am opposed : when after being 
forced to swallow a repetition of the dose from 
the German doctor, diluted as usual with water- 
gruel, I am compelled to take his opinion on the 
■wbolesomeness of the prescription. One or two 
observations, however, on the testimony of those 
Fathers may not be wholly thrown away, as cal- 
culated to do justice to the ways and means 
employed by the respondent, in his management 
of controversy. 

In reference to his instructor. Dr. Gricsebach's 
decision on the subject, we are informed that '* /lis 
' account of the only edition of Faeundus is, that it 
' was printed from a imtnuscript copy in the Vati^ 
■* can, which has been used by Baronius." When 
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the Bibliotheca Patrum, in its various edit 
inspecteci and Griesbach's account produced, 
' solo apographo codicis ant codicufit Vatic, quo 
' Baronms usus fuerat,"if it does little crediiie 
the accuracy of tbe preceptor's information, it can- 
not fait to do justice to the pupil's veracity. Whei 
any edition of so rare a work as the Bibiiothaa 
Patrum falls in the way of the respondent, he maT 
be recommended for a qualihcation to fit him for 
talking about Eucherius, to inspect the interpre- 
tation given by that father of the first text. Gen.U, 
cited in his " Questions," in proof of the Triniti/M 
subjoin his gloss on the first word, which will. I 
believe, satisfy the curiosity of every readerie- 
specting the remainder ; * Jn pr/iidpio hoc est, i 
* Filio.' This instance without descending talk 
texts with which it it is associated, will prolabl<f 
teach the respondent, that there is a case in ^ 
" Questions," which is strictly analogous W I 
John V. 8, however unlike it may be to 1 Johnv.I, 
■which is really out of the immediate subject*! 
dispute. And by it I once more repeat, the i^ 
cotisistenn/ is clearly established between tlK 
" FormulEe," in solely adilttciug the eighth verse, in 
'illustration of the Trinity, and the " Questions," 
in ichoUy omitting it. in a formal enumeration of tfe 
'passages, by which the mystery is proved, amOB',' 
Vhich Gen. i. I. 2. are included. ]\or can 
.there be any method devised for reconciling the 
Formula? with the Questions, but that of suppos- 
|ing the latter have suffered that defalcation, 
"which has removed the Ueavcnli/ Witnesses. 
To fit these observations, as usual, with a co- 

.-,,'^ Vid.Eucher. Quay=t. V. et N. Test. p. 88. ed. Sichard^, 
t Idem ibid. 
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irbllary, I shall now combine the two general 
rules which the respondent deduces from the 
testimony of tliose fathers, into one, in order to 
give them some strength ; and by the waste of a 
sittf^le word, paralyze their power of doing good or 
'harm, in the present dispute. "AiVhoever," he 
infers " expounds the eightli verse of the Trinity 
* in unity. . . .or cites it without the spurious ad- 
f dition, in terra, gives evidence, that the seventh 

E verse was not in his [Greek] copy." Our con- 
■oversy, however, is unhappily about Latin cop- 
s, for the whole of the Greek arc given up. 
(And those fathers who come under the proscrip- 
tion of the general rules, which I have here com- 
bined in one, wrote after Eusebius's revisal of the 
original, and either habitually referred to it, like 
Augustine, or were engaged in controvesy with 
the Greeks, like Leo and Facundus. 

Having thus disengaged myself from the weary 
load of the preceptor and pupil; I am now atlei- 
sure to contemplate the vital impression,which has 
been made, upon the 'plea liat I have put on 
record.' 

Had I not formerly traced from the earliest 
period, and by the highest authorities, the rise and 
progress of those heresies by which the Catholics, 
while contending for the faith, were pressed in 
contrary directions ; the nature of the authorities, 
to which the respondent appeals, would exempt 
me from the heavy task of following him, from the 
times of Auxentius, in his solemn parade, through 
Latin versions, spurious tracts, and exploded 
editions. He must be again dismissed, to inspect 
the first chapter, at least, of the respective works 
which his trusty witnesses, Vigilius and Facundus, 
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cossiOD. to rji^.rv him :.,r K'??vj»r 22£ 4e«HiW€i 
tile subtect -ariBcfi he so •* aEsrH- •iif^^ai-.iaiu^'' fe 
will taa« b« bro'--2ht vj perc€^»». fsmiiL^ 
duced to con: :«*- tftat •* the km 
*• orthodox ol that aye had t<^ oi^raaff^ ^p«5 iwHy 
two- told : and this monster w^di ?v^ IbbA^ IvK 
ine a cross of tbe \e«taiian mad Ectvv^Uib. k 
may be fbrther assured, stM CMfDarr ft» ieaert tte 
East. If, after the toil of pentssxt? tbe ^rst dbp 
fer of Pacudus, his courage sappovts hssi in ren- 
in? the iifth, h will instruct him as t<Pil>e ^wisdoB, 
though it never awaken hhn to tiie skane* tf 
undertaking to ** demonstrate his aotasw0st mmt 

* have reported a falsehood/' idiile be ^ T^edmel 
to the necessitv of confessing his tswxmnet^ 
the works which he has quoted. As sosne re- 
ward to requite the labour of such a saeairh. he ii 
yet to be told, that from the same chapter of hi 
chosen witness, a reply to his wise and pertin^ 
questions, may be extracted; unless it is nie- 
cluded by some incurable, intellectual delect. For 
he may there find, ^* what his opponent means by 

* the heretical term verimm ? *and what heresy 

* there may be in maintaining theonr simple natyti 
^ ot sub^ance, of the nivixE Word?^' As th0 

* This 4]uestioD will be bcKt answered by the Mlowiag qiMH 
tation : Michael. Introd. Vol. III. ch. tii. § 3. p.281. Manb^f 
Trails. •* Now we know that tfte Gtuutics in g:eDerBl, and Ct- 
rinithiim» in particular, applied the term x»r&; to denote « di- 
vine person. Since therefore St. John has adopted sov^ffal' 
other terms which were used by the Gncgtics, we may oonob^. 
that he derived atso the term lofoijrom the $ame wowrce. if it 1^ 
t\irther asked, whence did the 6ao</ic« derive the use of Ab 
term If orrf, f answer that they derived it from the Orietttal'br 
/orottstrian philosophy " Sec also Inqu. into loleer. of Gmk 
Vulgate, p. 268, n. 223 ^ ' 
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shortest method of deciding the latter point, let 
Kim dismiss the terms "divine and substance" 
"with which Facuudus's words are ingeniously, or 
unwittingly interpolated, and which hold their 
place in thera, to demonstrate his incapacity, to 
square them to his own creed, without those in- 
terpolations which impart the whole of its ortlio- 
doxy to his question. When this task is perform- 
ed, let him then answer, in what other language, 
the SabeUiaHy who fell infinitely below the Euty- 
chian, m his notion of the Trinity, would have 
chosen to describe his tenets ? He may then, 
possibly, by a further stretch of his sagacity, 
reach the point really in dispute beween us, and 
answer his first question, put with an amend- 
ment :^What Catholic, in controversy with an 
Euti/ckian, ever yielded his assent to " Cke om sim- 
" pie substance" of Me fArce Persons? Tor it is of 
them, and not of " the Word" only, that the con- 
Bubstantiality is asserted, in " hi Ires unura sunt," 
of the disputed text. 

After the preceding specimen of the respon- 
dent's skill in putting an objection, I am sensible, 
that I shall expose myself to censure or ridicule, 
in bestowing on the strictures that follow, so much 
importance, as to deem them worthy of a refutation. 
As the two reasons, however, if such they may be 
termed, which he assigns for the substitution of 
Verhum in the text of St. John, for FUius in the 
interpretations of the African Fathers, may be 
dispatched in a very few words, the time may not 
be wholly lost which is mis-spent in such an un- 
dertaking. This change was made he has dis- 
covered, (1) " to avoid some cavils of the Arians 
" and Eutychians ; (2) the term Filius being used 
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"for Christ in two natures, -whereas (3) the toil 
" Verbum explairted itself," 
'' (I) What grounds the Arians could have fburf 
for caviling at the term Filiiis will best appcs 
team the consideration of their having gix/ena jn 
fcrcnce to this term, in constructing that an 
tonfessions. In a creed, drawn up by Alius him- 
self, which was subscribed by the Bishops thri 
adopted his tenets, and was circulated in liit 
East, the language is — T^.rdtV., £«r=r«o-.n. n«itf. 'tA, 

nf iwi ^iw t5 n«TfJ( iwirn. ' I" another creed of lii 
Arian Auxeniius, which happens to be preserved, 
ftad which was composed lor the use of the West 
the expression is even stronger, " Credo,.. .n 
• Filium, ej us unigenituni, . . .Demn, verttm il/tia 
f- ex vero Deo, Patre-t 

(2) But we are told, " the term Filius was geii' 
'erally used ioiChrisl in two natures." If the teriiii 
in this proposition are transposed, by whictiw 
shall arrive at its direct cotitradictoty, it yA 
bring us a little nearer to the mark ; the ten 
Christ being almost invariably used to designW 
our Lord in two natures ; the term Son in his dl- 
wne nature aioiie. From the confession of Si. 
Peter, to the creed which passes under the naffl^ 
of Athanasius, the invariable doctrine of tlieCath- 
oiic Church has been, that " t/ic Son is of the Fa- 
ther alone, neither maik nor created, but be^otUjC 
i should be ashamed to offer any proof of this 
position, which might be confirmed from almoit 
every page of the works of the Fathei-s of lis 
Church. Nor on this point was there any groiw^ I 
of caviling with the Arians, as we may collfecl ] 

': ■ ■ ■ .'r ,,1.1 • 

' • Confes, Arii ap. 8. £pipfaan. adv. Hair. Tom. 1.'p,^|ft) 
t Confes. Auient. ap. S. Hilar, col. 1270. ©d. BenetinJU- J 



^jkpBi the passages extxacted from the creed of the 
yin der oi their heresy ; their quarrels turning on 
'lllBidoctrine of one substance, which tlie disputed 
TfnmpjWas calculated to aggravate, whatever con-r 
T cnaion was made them, by the adoption of the 
: fenai Word.* 
z "^3) After we are tlius instructed, that the term 

* Xuius was equivocal, we are informed, that ** the 
7 *i.tenn Verbum explained itself." Another transpo- 
'z aition by which we shall again arrive at the direct 
» contradictory of this position, will, here also bring 

• ip a little nearer to the truth. The term &7f, as 
■ itnplying its correlative Father, intimated an iden- 
tity q{ nature, and a personal (/iversity between the 
Beings; a son being of the sajfic nature as his 
Father, and of a different pcrsmi from him, as begot- 
ten by him. It thus contained /// itse/f the force of 
the entire proposition, added by the Evangelist to 
define tlie equivocal term Woi-d, — that it " was 
God, and wit/i God." In this light Fulgentius, to 
whom the fabrication of the disputed verse is 
partly attributed by the respondent regarded 
this subject. In the opening of his ** Responsio 
contra Arrianos," he observes, ** Pater ergo et Fi- 
' Livs 7xlativa sunt ?iomina, quae naturain gignen- 

* tis genitique nan separant, sed unam sine dubita- 

* tione signi/icant ;" and shortly after " generatio 

* personas distinguit.^^]' But when he comes to 
reason from the term Word, his arguments arc not 
deduced from any intrinsic force in it, that fitted it 
to " explain itself," but from the explanatory ad- 
juncts, by which it was found necessary by the 

Apostle to define it; thus referring to John i. 1. 

* On this subject the highest authority is that of the learned 
father, who took the lead in the Ariaa controversy ; vid. 8. 
Athan. Opcr. Tom. 1. ii. p. 760. 

t Fulgent, Hespons. contr. Arrian. ad init. 

Cc2 
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fte observes, " Hinc Sabellianus viocitur, quia, in 

* CO quod * Verbura crat apial t}eum,' oatendita 

* altera Palris, altera Filii esse persona ; Iiinc etiai 

* Arianus superatur, quia in eo quod ' jyetatai 

* Verbum,' ostenditur una esse Patris Filiiquew- 

* tura."* On the contrary, it was the Sabelkii 
who took his stand on the torce of the term HW; 
to him, as the African Church had been taughub 
the founder of her exegetic theology, " the lem 
explained itself," as properly meaning, "voxettom 
oris, et siciit Grammatici tradunt, atJr olfensusifr 
telligibilis auditu" ...,'• ut ipse sit qui protula* 
et quid prolatum est."-!" 

(4) In the fate of the preceding conjecture, n- 
lative to the cause which occasioned ttie subslUi' 
tion of Verbum for FiHus, that by which it it 
followed, as founded on the same distinction, ii 
necessarily involved: in which we are taught^ 
" the change was made to avoid the coDsequcacB 
■' of making Christ bear witness to himselK" H 
lowing the author of this fortunate guess ewf 
_ benefit arising from that confusion of terras, whifl 
takes Filius and Christus as convertible, and » 
cordingly substitutes the one for the other : ttt 
proposition, abstracting this error in its principk. 
IS so wholly destitute of the semblance of tru& 
that its direct contradictory was constantly enforc- 
ed by the Catholics in urging John x. 30, in thw 
protracted controversy with the Arians. This 
position I should again feel ashamed to substanfr 
ate, by reference to the works of the Fathers. U 
feet, an extinguisher is put on the conjecture, by 
Augustine's testimony alone, in a passage not care- 
iully sought in the wide range of his works, but 

* Id. de Orthod. Fid. cap. xviiU 
t Tert. adv. Frax. c^. vii. xi. 
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subjoined by him as the authority of hi& allegoticat 
explanation of the eighth verse ; from whence, we 
me toldi the seventh verse has been deduced, by 
theAfrlAan fathers. His words, are ''Te^esve)co 
^B$se Patrem, et Filium, et Spiritum sanctum, quiff 
•'in Evangelic credit et dubitat, dicente JRlio, Ego 
^ sunk qui testimonium perhibeo de me/'* 

Dtie weieht being thus allowed to the princi* 
pkion which the respondent reasons ; every consi-* 
deration by which he supposes the African Fathers 
induced to adopt Verbum, must have really deter^ 
mined them to reject that term, for lilius, which 
they have generally chosen in stating their doctrine* 

The preceding extract from Augustine would of 
itBielf illustrate the happiness of the respondent^ 
in tef^ning to that Father, for a proof of the man* 
ner in which the transition has been made from 
!Pititfs to Verbum ; if the selection of his explana^ 
tion of (John i. 14.) "the Word became/?c*A," as 
the foundation of tlie change, did not afmrd proof 
Wore convincing of the incompetency of the con^ 
lecturer. The text on which he thus happil;^ 
Dlunders, independent of its possessing /lo term in 
*c6mmon with the allegorical exposition of Angus* 
tine, '* the blood is the Son,^' proves to be thefunda^ 
fhental tea^t, as we shall soon discover by the malice 
of Vigilius, on which the Eutychians justified their 
attachment to Verbum. And that vile traitor. Fa*- 
cundus, conspiring with Vigilius, to betray the 
incompetency of their patron to deliver an opinion 
/to this subject, demolishes his present conjecture, 
as mercilessly as Augustine destroys the preced- 
ing. Following this writer in allegorising the 
•eighth verse ; instead of John i. 14. he gives up 

* 8. Augiiit, uti iupra col. 726. 
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Ueb ii. 14. as t/ie authority of the eafxmitioti; wiui 
cuutttiiiH buih the liieml " blood" aiid tbe all^giih 
cal '■ Sou," of Augustine : in " aanffuineytiuE- 
luuit ^yga\'Ci.cax\A,qHomum ip»e — coinniUQicavitcot 
et stinguiue."* 

To complete this work of treachery, Facunin 
and Vigilius conspire in delivering the foUoirfa! 
testimony, from whence we may possibly fom as 
good a conjecture as any with which we have hw 
amused, on the contrary force of the terms Fili« 
and Verbum. From it hkewise we may be m 
bled to judge, how far a spirit of peace or fo»tf«li 
would have induced the African Fathers to iwM 
the text of the llcavcnlif WU)ie.'<ses and throw it 
the term Verbum as a boon to the Eutycbians. 

" CiiuisTUM igitnr Fi/him Dei, quemadM 
dum dictum est '« f/w^/iw^ prEedlcamus esse ii0- 
m. Kec dicj patimur utiajn ejus ex Divinitatefl 
huminitate compositara esse vuturam, ne Palii 
cujus simplex uatura est, amsuhstanlialts nm i 

&c Al huic evidentisimffi ratioui hriita &i\( 

chionontm contadio refragatur, adBrmans Dei Tcft 
unitatem, immutabiliter simplicem cum suscepi 
humanitate, in miajn componi potuisse iiaturaiuJ] 

" Quoniam Eutifchiuna han'tsh ad id inipieWUii 
prolapsa est errore, ut non solum Verl/i et camii 
wtam credat esse naturam, verum etiam banc 
dem carnem non de sacro Marite virginis corpon 
jidsumptam sed de ca-lo dicat (juxta infandura V«- 
ientini et Marcionis errorem) fuisse deductam; 
ita pertinaciter ' verbum carnem' adsercns * factum,' 
at per virginem ac si aqua per fistulam transisse 
Videatur, non tamen ut de virgine aliquid a^^ 

' Fscund. uti supra cap. ill, p, 6. 
t lb. ibid. cap. v. p. 10. 
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nimtri sit generis ndsumpsissc credatur ; optimum 
duxi liinc impietatcm veritatis asscrtione acstnicre 
. .V. \ . .maxime quod multum ad utriiw/uc natur(e 
eonfesskims veritatem proficiat divinis approbaro 
testimoniis, VUium Dei humanum corpus de vir- 
gifhiii carhe sumpsissc."* 

J The «ubfttanco of these extracts, and the infer- 
enoes deducible from them, were submitted to the 
ftadbrat the close of my first lettcr.t After ad- 
diitaiing testimonies thus full, explicit, and appo* 
site,- 1 should deem it an abuse of time, to waste 
another word on a controversy, which has been 
tiBelessly protracted. 

I have tlic honor to be, &c. 

Juml%, 1822. 



P. S. Since the prcccdiii)]^ observation!! were committed to 
Che public, a learned corn'H|K)ndciit informs me, that the opin- 
ion |rai89cd by me, on the testimony borne by Tertnllian to the 
disputed vorse, has fallen under the animadversion of a oontcm- 

Crary writer. The Bishop of Lincoln, as I am assured, in his 
3ubrations on Jicclcsiastlcal History, ("derived from the Bib- 
lioCheca comprised in a «o/ito9^ Fa/ A<?r J passing, by an easy 
troniiition, from his author's testimony to my inquiries into the 
integrity of the received text, conchidcs with givino; it as his 
opinion, thtit " tlie passage of Tertullian affords decisive proof, 
** that he know nothing of the verso/* p. :M0. 

When this •• decisive proof," to which I bog to receive on 
intfodAction, makes its appearance; I feel little hesitation in 
d^tfeuriHg; that a few oKservations shall decide upon its ineriti, 
la aubaitting for controversion, the subjoined revision of 
my opinions, which principally apply to Mr. Porson's re- 
marks; and which I am so bold as to say, afford '< decisive 
ptMt* that it is the right reverernd commentator who has so 
egreiously mistaken his text; I take leave to preface them in 

• Vigil, contr. Eutych. lib. III. ad iniH 
t Via. supra, p. 176. 
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Ibe worda of hii favorite; Qgi noa rcviocsro uulebk^-ri 
v«[Uiiuin, sud eadem fornitt (|ua prabathnam • 
TeritAtc (lebebit rcniti." Apolog. cap. zliii. 

TerlulliaJi, iii B|>«akiiig of Um* Trinity, uses Uus phm*^"^ 
' trc* muM tttnt nou uniu, quonwdo diotiun eat, f 9> « 
'pater unuiu sumus," \u weighing the force of tbeM voA. 
three coDsideTuliunit foica thomselves on our <ib»errBtJM; f^ 
specting the lerau chu»vu by lilui to oxpr(«» hi« doctriM; ii V 
cvMMCTtt by wbioh he expl ains it j aad the diatimeliiM by liW 
he illustrates it. 

X<et it be assumed with the advocates of tbe rerae, tbat'lJ 
unum sunt," is text; anil TcrtuUiau's idtoiue of tu4 V 
disLioctioD and cuiument are eijually uuavotduble and d 
Hia terms aic adopted frum necessity, not choice ; ui ti 
in scripture, oud moat probably urged bj' his opi 
dultnntioM, iu illustrating tlieui, is that of St. Jo 
"it is said, 'tres watm aunt," non nnus." Ilia comm 
explaining them is conclusive, iu establishing bis ductrioe;! 
" tres," in tlie masuline, opposi-d to *' unum," in the a 
express persons opposed to a substance. And li«re instead J 
Teataring a guess, we may refer to an ancient father, wba *■ 
fera to scripture, and had TcrtuJiian before bint : vid. \tu{,M 
iDtegr. of Gr. Vulg. p. 291, ii, =87. 

Let it be fancied, with the right lererend comoieDlatr. 
that "tres unum sunL" is not a quotation : — aad TertaUia 
chooses to state Lis doctrine in the very lauguiige whicki 
adopted by his opponent, and used in scripture, (l. John.vJ 
to express an union contrary itt what he labors to inculf* 
Ajid he further illustrates it, by a dUtiuctiun between ' una I 
and * nnum,' which conveys this important arithmetical dlBMr 
cry, that ' three are not one.' I 

Let it be supposed, as by Mr. Porson, who takes a loiJft 
course, and asserts.thut it is TertuUian's object to state his iltl' ' 
trine, not by quoting and eJEplaining scripture,but by deliy««i| 
it in scripture language. Without observing that, the antecfdut [ 
objections still continue in force ; I ask, when 1. Juhn, v.. 7.^ t 
removed, where unless in 1. John v. 8. (the passage, invbkl \ 
the critic supposed ^t. Cyprian found authority, for bi.^ " 'oip- 
tum est, et hi tres uuum sunt," } could scriptiiu .: . 
found for "tres unum sunt?" And this beiiti; 
be the source uf TertuUian's text; what then hi . 

■' tres." (which is qualified in aciifjii..^ „j i^. 
o " unum,'' sigiu^ * 
s making br"*^ " -^~ 



comment, that 

riritus aqua et sanguis, "_J as opposed 

person, as opposed to a substance ? thi 
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blood "* p0ffioD0, tnd conmlbiUnftal with <«the tpirif."" 
iBstoai of MinBiw ounieltet» or Abtasing the reBdtffn time, 
«rith goeiMf at to the comeqneiieei r^tnlting fhomtiiichinfMhodfi 
•f a»OfM0h;'#» o|rinion of «n ancient father 'may lie c6n- 
iiiltoa on tha lubjeot : tM 8t Augost. ut supr. p. 174. n.* 

' Mr#-FofiOB- indeed adds, renpecting the vrqmn, h<^ld by me to 
ba aorf|rtara/ Aat '^Tertulliandoes not declare thetn to be a 
qWttftkNifc* Withootaaanming that they wefc cited by Praxenn, 
«riil0Mt ydt aa they are connected in the context, 1 Mk, IVith 
what propriety, could they be so cited ? Tertnllian ^ites 
'A|faa «Mm ioat, non unus, quomodo dictum est, ego et patc^r 
u «»tH^ sumoi.'' I contend, that the intermediate phrase, " quo- 
dictom efit'' is referable to the nntccodont clause, " tres 
aoBt," not less than to the flubs(>(j[uont : and I maintain, 
thai' the common principles of composition preclu(](H] the 
raya t itton of this phrase, an tautological. The conjunctive 
' auolBodo,' which is put for < eo modo quo,* by nn usual 
ellipeit of the pronoun, that occurs in every page of Uk; Tiatin, 
liaa a retrospective force, which wouhl not belong to thoconjunc- 
tioo at, or sicut, in the Hame position. The jmssago. when its 
filU force is ascribed to this connective, runs tnus ; *' co [modo] 
' trea unnm sunt' non unus, dictum est, quo modo < ego et pater 
' unum sumus." Will any man pretena to say, that this can 
be the case, unless both passagcH boHcripture — or it is admitted, 
that the dictum of Tertullian is offered l>y him as equivalent to 
the sentence of the A))ostle ? 

The Professor proceeds, to object, that ** Tertnllian is content 
** With a slight and transient allusion to the text, which is twice 
** a» important, and by its peculiarity of expression demanded. 
" a double share of attention. . • • lie must have becMi strang(*ly 
" forgetful, or something worse, to reason so much from his 
** weaker authority, and so little from his Mtronr/er" The weight 
of this objection will be fully appreciated, by reference to the 
objections advance<l, supr. p. 170,' n.t and authorititm thnre 
cited. On the parallel oetween Mfr. Travis drawing up his 
Appendix, and Tertnllian his refutation of Praxeas, by which 
the oritic enforces this objection, one short observation will 
aiiAce ; thus far do they appear to be analagous, that the dis- 
puted passage as unluckily tubverted the position of the one, 
as it tuppnrtedf^ ihtit of the other. 

Tkdffe is a alight difterence also between these jHtralleJ cases, 
ariaieg from the consideration, that the one wrote under the in- 
fluenee of the Diaciplina Arcani, and the other under an ex- 
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amy iMeiMT, tM, in tfab railkrk, irhM ttto^^aMetfangwoc 
thao forgetfiilneM " was triiich induoed TertaliUn, " to nix 
■o much from his tosoier authorityy aod jk> little finomUsiti 
5f€r; ''as he is pleased to Mm dmm. I may be penaittedtool 
•enre, in conclosioD of these remarks, tkmt the penm^ wIk 
after a fMHWch for the disputed text, in any Father di 
Charch, reouiies it flitty lo' Ibe idfatlMMd, b^lto Qhriitiiit 
superseded Pagaiiism» as the e s tahli s h ed Religion ; can gms 
no position su^ ''decisi?e proof," as, the following;— lint i 
his knowledge of nrplesiastical antiquity, from Banabasn 
Oennadius, he is not meiely a ohild, mit mn infiant. 
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«»huij'>iiiI>AT»i Jt»eH DEACON 0*«*.,o 
fto svig.nna : ttL<i!ji[>;: .„^ 

At fttjd£Uu8 WlOll .;■ -» ,,,1 



If you set the question upon the hypothet- 

cal grounds on which I placed it ; I am convinced 
you will not require many moments to deliberate 
before you withdraw your exceptions. You ob- 
ject, that "-no part of the inspired infallible word of 
* truth gives any support to Sabellianism, or to anv 
'other heresy. ' But am I wrong in saying, that 
there is partial truth in every heresy ; and that Sa- 
bellianism is true, in asserting the doctrine of one 
substance ? It is, I believe, by a partial applica- 
tion of scripture, that every heresy is supported : 
and from the application of that part of scripture 
contained in I.John v. 7. I think Sabellianism 
may derive support. This I shall undertake to 
sBew, after I have considered your objections. 

(1) You first observe ; " what is there in the 
" text to countenance in the slightest degree, 
*' what they asserted, that " the Word and Spirit 
" were in God," as " the reason and soul are in 
" man"? Apply it, Man bears witness, and Rea- 
" son beanos witness, and the Soul bears witness ; 
"and these three are one.' Would even a here- 
" tic talk so absurdly"? But here I must say that 
the absurdity arises from nusrepvesenting the 
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h*^ic:" iii' qiiofiii'^' wliom ^6«" ' firfr^ ttibsSfSw 
the term " roan" for bnJif* and then draw yow 
own conclasion from your own misrepresentatic!!. , 
The heretic appears to me to reason thus ; as a scn:i 
and reason are necessary to constitute one per- 1 
son, and do not make three persons in Man; tfe . 
father and spirit do not make three persons, \t 
one person, in God. The analogy may be ridi' 
eulous; but admitting it to apply, the conctnsim, 
is just. i 

(2) You think the question is turned agakl 
the heretic, by the following remark, *' what lol 
" clearer proof of personality than persona! aci' 
** as giving testimony. The three must be persor.; 
" or none of them persons, but all personifini- 
" ons ; and as the Fnlhcr is indisputably a pem. 
" so must the Word and the Holy Ghost," Ti 
the alternative stated in your major propositioJ 
" the three must be persons, or none of t//cmjx\ 
sons," the heretic could make no objection ; asU 
acknowledges, no personal difference betwef*. 
the heavenly witnesses, any more than the eartii 
ly; ahhough he would teil you, a good catholif'i 
would object to your calling the ' spirit" verse ^ ', 
cither *' a personification " or " inanimate thini:, 
of which Christ declared " today shall thou Ik 
with WW in Paradise."! But 1 am convinced l 
Would tell you, that in your minor, " the Fathpii' I 
titdispidabfy a person," you begged the question; i, 
M this is precisely what he denies. The' jpfdnt L, 
Mind, or Godhead, he believes, consists of tHref 
*' nnmerations or energies," to the first of "these 
be gives the name of" Father," as he gives dtat pi 

fi • See loqtiir. into Inta^. of Qr, Viilg. t<fMO>iB^] lO^ ' 
t Luke xxiii. 43, coaf. ib. 40. , | ,_^(, ^^, 
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^q&" I tp the second, not because he considers 
^^^her a person, but believes the ooe depends on, 
apd originates in, the other ; and these two wiUi 
I «te ' spirit', (whom he denominates, from their 
I coffering, not in person but energi/,) he considers 
I one God, in one Person, not three. Jlis conclu- 
t pion consequently is, as the " father" abstracted 
t from the other " energjes" is not a person;, so 
, j;ieither is the " son" nor the "spirit" abstracted 

from the Father. 
., , Having thus replied to your objections, I think, 
I he would thus prove, that his doctrine of " tliree 
, energies in tlie Godhead," derived more support 
irbcn the contested passage, than your doctrine of 
"" *' tliree Persons and one God." 

^ "While you prove, he might reason, the per- 

* Bonality of the witnessies, from a rhttorical figure ; 
' which proves nothing, or proves that " water and 

* blood" are persons ; and from which I would, ttn- 
/ dertake to prove that " mountains and valleys" 
^ are persons, because they are personified, and 
7 said " to laugh and sing ;" I can prove my point 
f from the literal force of the terms and obvious 
''jtmtlogy between the divine and human natuce* 
.'And let me observe, that the Apostle fully mi-i 
.' thorises the analogy, in applying the terras ao^i 
^ ^^nd tomO(<« to God, which you cannot deny, ai:e 
^;applicabl,e to Man. Admitting the analogy oa 
'"^tnis authority, my argument stands thus; as the 

* feason and soul do not make separate persons 
M'n;,jVIan; neither do tlie Aiyof and w-iDj*. make 
^^s^parate persons in God. And this is precisely 
^,what the Apostle means by saying the thw8 
■tear witness, while he subjoins — -o; TjitK V. iJu-i: 

* for these words admit of the easiest association 
•with my distinctions. Adhering to the sense 
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' aod letter of scripture, I change not a word ; hi 
' qualify t^ik with inr/f •>*. and U with v^»tf or „p:, 
' which immediately precedes. Oa the other band 
' to maintain your notion of personality, \qs 
' build on a figure which involves an ambigui'tr: 
' and perverting the sense change a^tk into 'u: 
* and TfiK into r^'i. to agree with «^^<r«Hr«, and \^ m 
' iua to agree with utr^m, : when you hare taken tEv' 
'liberty with the text, your exposition maybij 
'founded on scripture, but it is not founded (sf 
' the disputed verse, whieh may be perhaps reco' 
'ciled to your notions, but which requires &^ 
' reconciliation to make it accord w^ith mine/* 

To answer this plea I can see no other plan:! 
pursue but that which was taken by TertuUiai;*, 
This however directs me to texts of a very dice: ■ 
ent character, from 1 loh. v. 7. which I must:-; 
content to leave ^'^k my opponent, as not e 
bracing those distinctions by which his errors 
refuted. 

• Inqn. ut sapr. p. 290. n. 







